MOL.20010727.0150 @
U.S. Department of Energy
Office of Environmental Management

Final Waste Management
Programmatic Environmental

Impact Statement

For Managing Treatment, Storage,
and Disposal of Radioactive
and Hazardous Waste




MOL.20010727.0150 é
U.S. Department of Energy
Office of Environmental Management

Final Waste Management
Programmatic Environmental

Impact Statement

For Managing Treatment, Storage,
and Disposal of Radioacuve
and Hazardous Waste

Summary

May 1997




Department of Energy WVE.L [ Z-E ]\

Washington, DC 20585
May 1997

Dear Citizen:

This is a summary of the Final Waste Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement.
The Department of Energy has prepared the final environmental impact statement in accordance with
the National Environmental Policy Act, to evaluate management and siting alternatives for the
treatment, storage and disposal of five types of radioactive and hazardous wastes. These waste types
are: low-level radioactive waste; low-level mixed (with hazardous components) waste; transuranic
waste; high-level radioactive waste; and hazardous waste. The alternatives were evaluated for waste
stored, buried or to be generated from future operations over the next 20 years at 54 sites.

The study is contained in 5 volumes. Volume 1, the main body of the document, contains the analyses
for each waste type and the potential health, environmental and cumulative impacts of the 36 waste
management program alternatives that were considered. Volume 2 contains the detailed data for each
of the Department's sites included in the study. Volumes 3 and 4 contain the supporting appendices.
Volume 5 contains an indexed summary of the comments received during the 5-month public comment
period on the draft environmental impact statement, along with the Department's responses to those
comments. "

A complete copy of the final environmental impact statement is available in public reading rooms
which are located across the U.S. A list of the reading rooms, copies of this summary, the full 5-
volume document, or its supporting technical reports can be obtained on request from the following
address or telephone number. Information is also available on our Internet home page at
http://www.em.doe.gov.

Center for Environmental Management Information
P.O. Box 23769
Washington, D.C. 20026-3769
1-800-736-3282 (in Washington, D.C.: 202-863-5084)

The Department of Energy will issue Records of Decision for each of the five waste types in a phased -
manner, commencing no sooner than 30 days after publication of the final environmental impact
statement. While some waste treatment and storage decisions may be made soon, the Department
intends to consult further with stakeholders before identifying low-level and mixed waste disposal site
preferences. We will publicly announce these disposal site preferences at least 30 days prior to making
disposal decisions.

Sincerely,

Alvin L. Alm
Assistant Secretary for

Environmental Management

@ Printed with soy ink on recycled paper
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1 Introduction’

This Waste Management Programmatic Environmen-
tal Impact Statement (WM PEIS) is a nationwide study
examining the environmental impacts of managing
five types of radioactive and hazardous wastes gener-
ated by past and future nuclear defense and research
activities at a variety of sites located around the
United States. The five waste types are low-level
mixed waste (LLMW), low-level waste (LLW),
transuranic waste (TRUW), high-level waste (HLW),
and hazardous waste (HW).

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) needs to
enhance the management of its current and anticipated
inventories of LLMW, LLW, TRUW, HLW, and
HW in order to ensure safe and efficient control of
these wastes, to comply with all applicable Federal
and State laws, to protect public health and safety, and
to protect the environment. Each waste type has
unique physical characteristics and regulatory require-
ments and accordingly is managed separately. For
each waste type, facilities are needed to treat, store,
and dispose of the waste. For the first time, DOE has
examined in an integrated fashion not only the impacts
of complexwide (i.e., across the DOE complex) waste
management alternatives for each waste type but also
the specific cumulative impacts from all the waste
facilities at a given site. In this context, management
of these wastes includes:

»  Pollution prevention

o Identifying/contracting with private vendors to
manage waste

»  Modifying existing waste management facilities
or constructing new facilities at particular sites

e  Operating existing, modified, or new waste
management facilities at those sites

»  Transporting waste among waste management
facilities, as necessary

»  Handling, surveillance, and maintenance

" Vertical lines in margins and shading in tables
indicate changes made since the publication of the
Draft WM PEIS in August 1995.

Definitions of Wastes Analyzed in the WM PEIS

Low-level mixed waste: Low-level waste that
contains hazardous waste under the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act.

Low-level waste: Waste that contains radioactivity
and is not classified as high-level waste,

transuranic waste, or spent nuclear fuel. Test
specimens of fissionable material irradiated for
research and development only, and not for the
production of power or plutonium, may be classified
as low-level waste, provided the concentration of
transuranics is less than 100 nanocuries per gram
of waste. Low-level waste is subject to provisions of
the Atomic Energy Act.

Transuranic waste: Transuranic waste is waste
containing more than 100 nanocuries of alpha-
emitting transuranic isotopes, per gram of waste,
with half-lives greater than 20 years, except for
(a) high-level radioactive waste; (b) waste that the
Secretary has determined, with concurrence of the
Administrator, does not need the degree of isolation
required by the disposal regulations; or (c) waste
that the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission has
approved for disposal on a case-by-case basis in
accordance with 10 CFR 61.

High-level waste: The highly radioactive waste
material that results from the reprocessing of spent
nuclear fuel, including liquid waste produced
directly from reprocessing and any solid waste
derived from the liquid that contains a combination
of transuranic and fission product nuclides in
quantities that require permanent isolation. High-
level waste may include other highly radioactive
material that the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, consistent with existing law,
determines requires permanent isolation.

Hazardous waste: Under the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act, a solid waste, or
combination of solid wastes, which because of its
quantity, concentration, or physical, chemical, or
infectious characteristics may (a) cause or
significantly contribute to an increase in mortality
or an increase in serious irreversible, or
incapacitating reversible, iliness or (b) pose a
substantial present or potential hazard 1o human
health or the environment when improperly treated,
stored, transported, disposed of, or otherwise
managed. Source, special nuclear material, and
by-product material, as defined by the Atomic
Energy Act, are specifically excluded from the
definition of solid waste.




This study provides information on the
impacts of various alternatives, which DOE
will use to decide at which sites to locate
additional treatment, storage, and disposal

capacity for each waste type. However, the location of

a facility at a selected site will not be decided until

completion of a sitewide or project-specific National

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review.

To help DOE decide at which sites it should locate
waste management facilities, this WM PEIS considers
four categories of alternatives for each waste type:
(1) a No Action Alternative that is generally consistent
with current practice but with no management
improvements; (2) a Decentralized Alternative that
would, in general, result in wastes being managed
where they are currently generated or stored; (3) a
Regionalized Alternative that would consolidate waste
management at fewer sites throughout the nation than
under the Decentralized Alternative; and (4) a Cen-
tralized Alternative that would consolidate waste
management at only one or two sites. For certain
waste types, DOE considers more than one
Regionalized or Centralized Alternative to present a
wide variety of options on the number and location of
sites that could manage wastes.

1.1 Sources of DOE Waste

At its peak, the nuclear defense complex consisted of
16 “major” sites, including large reservations in
Nevada, Idaho, Washington, and South Carolina.
National laboratories in New Mexico and California
designed weapons that were produced in Colorado,
Florida, Missouri, Ohio, Tennessee, and Washington.
Like most industrial and manufacturing operations,
the production of nuclear weapons generated waste.
However, many problems posed by DOE’s nuclear
operations are unlike those associated with most other
industries. Among these problems are radiation
hazards; structures with radioactive contamination,
such as nuclear reactors; and chemical plants that
processed nuclear materials.

Nuclear weapons have played an important role in
national security, and the nation continues to maintain
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an arsenal of nuclear weapons and some production
capability. Continued support of the nation’s Naval
Nuclear Propulsion Program is also needed. How-
ever, since the end of the Cold War and the nuclear
arms race, national priorities have shifted. Today,
waste management and environmental restoration
activities have become central to DOE’s mission.
DOE must provide for the proper management of its
wastes within a complex and dynamic regulatory
environment. DOE is not responsible, in general, for
the management of wastes produced from commercial
applications of radiation and atomic energy, and
management of such wastes is not addressed in this
WM PEIS.

1.2 Environmental Management
Accelerating Cleanup: Focus on 2006

The DOE Environmental Management (EM) Program
is continually working to accelerate cleanup sched-
ules, increase efficiency, and foster cooperative
relationships with its regulators and other stake-
holders. However, there is concern whether support
can be sustained for a program that may stretch
beyond 70 years with an estimated cost of more than
$200 billion. DOE wants to accelerate reduction of
this “cleanup mortgage” of the Cold War to reduce
long-term economic and environmental liabilities.
DOE is working on a 2006 Plan (previously known as
the Ten Year Plan) to meet this challenge. The vision
of this plan is that, within the next decade, most DOE
facilities will be able to treat and dispose of their
backlog of nuclear materials and wastes safely and to
clean up the land and buildings on site. These steps
would dramatically reduce long-term costs and open
a large portion of the lands and other resources
controlled by DOE for other purposes.

However, some aspects of the EM Program will
demand additional time and resources. For example,
DOE will not be able to complete the treatment and
disposal of certain wastes, such as high-level radioac-
tive waste stored in tanks at Hanford or TRUW stored
throughout the complex, within the next 10 years.
In addition, there will be ongoing groundwater
cleanup projects, decontamination of buildings, and




surveillance and maintenance activities. At a small
number of sites, DOE will continue treatment of a few
remaining waste streams beyond the next 10 years.

DOE will use the 2006 Plan to inform budget deci-
sions and to sequence projects and actions to meet
program objectives. EM will implement this vision in
collaboration with regulators and the public. Develop-

"ment of the 2006 Plan will be guided by the following
seven principles:

«  Eliminate urgent risks

»  Reduce mortgage and support costs to free up
funds for further risk reduction

e  Protect worker health and safety
e  Reduce the generation of waste

e  Create a collaborative relationship between DOE
and its regulators and stakeholders

«  Focus technology development on cost and risk
reduction

o Integrate waste treatment and disposal within the
complex

DOE’s sites have already prepared initial draft site
plans, and DOE is now developing a national
discussion draft based upon these principles. The
discussion draft will be distributed for public comment
to elicit feedback on the strategic approaches for
accomplishing compliance and completion goals, and
on DOE’s management strategies to accomplish these
goals. This approach will ensure that DOE has a
broad perspective when developing a draft National
2006 Plan later this year. The 2006 Plan will be a
living document, evolving to reflect revised assump-
tions, stakeholder viewpoints, and newly obtained
information.

The Final WM PEIS evaluates many waste manage-
ment activities that may become components of the
2006 Plan.

Experimental Boiling Water Reactor
at ANL-E, December 31, 1956.

1.3 Focus of the WM PEIS

DOE issued an Implementation Plan for this WM
PEIS in January 1994. In that document, DOE identi-
fied the proposed action as the formulation and
implementation of “an integrated environmental
restoration and waste management program in a safe

_ and environmentally sound manner and in compliance

with applicable laws, regulations, and standards.”
However, since issuing the Implementation Plan,
DOE has decided to shift the focus of the WM PEIS.




Specifically, DOE has determined that its
original plan to integrate waste management
and environmental restoration decisions is
not appropriate, primarily because of the

site-specific nature of environmental restoration

decisions. These decisions, including the level of site
remediation, should reflect site-specific conditions and
involve local communities.

In a Federal Register notice issued on January 24,
1995, DOE proposed to modify the scope of the
WM PEIS to eliminate the analysis of environmental
restoration alternatives. Appendix A of this WM PEIS
summarizes the comments received in response to the
proposed change in scope and DOE’s responses to
those comments. Appendix A also describes various
means for public involvement in planning and
decision making for the Department’s environmental
restoration activities.

On September 22, 1995, DOE published a Federal
Register notice announcing the release of the Draft
WM PEIS and invited the public to comment on the
document during the 90-day public comment period
(September 22 through December 21, 1995). Oppor-
tunities to comment were provided in 13 video confer-
ence hearings held from October 17, 1995, through
January 24, 1996. Several of these video conferences
linked sites together with DOE Headquarters, alto-
gether, 18 locations were involved in the hearings.

The video conference format was used to provide a
wider opportunity for Headquarters’ participation,
support an interactive approach, and reduce costs. The
public hearings were advertised through local newspa-
pers, morning and evening drive-time radio announce-
ments, and other DOE site-specific mechanisms, such
as direct mailings to interested members of the public,
meeting announcements to active groups or advisory
boards, and additional advertising as deemed neces-
sary by the DOE representatives. The specific notifi-
cation approach varied by site depending on the needs
of the local population. Public comments collected at
the hearings were summarized in the Draft WM PEIS
Hearing Summary Report: A Compilation of Public
Hearing Summaries and placed in DOE public reading
rooms in early February 1996. Comments were also
received from the public and other interested parties
directly through the mail.

On December 19, 1995, in response to requests from
the public, congressional representatives, and major
environmental groups, DOE announced an extension
of the WM PEIS public comment period through
February 19, 1996. Comments received throughout
the comment period have been analyzed and consid-
ered in developing the Final WM PEIS, and are
summarized in the Final WM PEIS Comment
Response Document (Volume V of the Final
WM PEIS). Documents relating to the WM PEIS are
available in public reading rooms, listed in Chapter 1
(Section 1.9) of the Final WM PEIS.

During the public comment period for the Draft WM
PEIS, more than 1,200 individuals, states, tribal
nations, agencies, and organizations provided DOE
with comments. Comments were received from
virtually all of the communities near the DOE sites
identified as “major” sites in the WM PEIS, and from
many other interested members of the public. Many
citizens and organizations submitted questions,
comments, or objections regarding proposed waste
management activities at particular DOE sites. Some
suggested alternatives for waste management activi-
ties; others expressed their preferences for the alterna-
tives described in the WM PEIS. A few commenters
thought that DOE should prepare one comprehensive
environmental impact statement on all of its activities;
some expressed their support for DOE’s current
efforts.

Specific concerns raised during the comment period
included the risk assessment methodologies (e.g.,
models and assumptions) used in the analysis, risks to
densely populated areas and minority and low-income
populations, risks associated with subsistence fishing
in some communities, transportation risks, impacts on
future generations, and additional exposures to popu-
lations affected by other DOE activities.

Commenters challenged DOE’s designation of particu-
lar sites as major sites in the WM PEIS and requested
that these sites be removed from consideration.
Related to this issue were comments regarding the
accuracy of current waste loads at particular sites.

DOE also received comments and questions on the
relationship of the WM PEIS to other DOE programs
or projects; purported inconsistencies between the




WM PEIS and other DOE documents; waste types or
radioactive materials not analyzed in the WM PEIS;
waste management technologies, particularly for
waste treatment; the decision criteria DOE will use in
making its waste management decisions; the future
availability of geologic repositories at Yucca Moun-
tain, Nevada, and the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant in
New Mexico; and DOE credibility. Many commenters
questioned DOE’s February 1995 decision to remove
environmental restoration alternatives from the scope
of the WM PEIS.

Several commenters used this opportunity to raise
budget concerns, especially the need to ensure the
availability of funding to implement DOE’s waste
management activities. Some offered comments on
policies or Federal programs not related to this
WM PEIS, including suggestions to eliminate the
production of radioactive and hazardous waste by
eliminating certain DOE defense- and energy-related
programs.

All comments were carefully considered by DOE.
DOE made appropriate changes to the Draft
WM PEIS as a result of the comments and prepared
the Comment Response Document, Volume V of this
Final WM PEIS, to respond to the specific comments
received. In general, public comments, coupled with
consultations with commenting agencies and State and
tribal governments, resulted in additional analyses,
clarification or correction of facts, and expanded
discussion in several technical areas. The Comment
Response Document provides an explanation of why
certain comments did not warrant change to the
WM PEIS.

In response to the comments received and in defining
the preferred alternatives, the most significant changes
to the WM PEIS are the following:

« DOE’s preferred alternatives are identified.

» DOE modified the Decentralized Alternative for
HW to replace Los Alamos National Laboratory
(LANL) with Idaho National Engineering Labora-
tory (INEL) as a candidate site for onsite treat-
ment of hazardous waste. This change recog-

Major Sites Analyzed
in the WM PEIS

“Major” sites are those that are the focus of the
WM PEIS because they meet one or more of the
following criteria: (1) they are candidates to
receive waste generated off site; (2) they are
candidates to host disposal facilities; (3) they
manage HLW; or (4) they were included to be
consistent with the Federal Facility Compliance
Act process. The 17 major sites are:

Argonne National Laboratory-East
Brookhaven National Laboratory

Fernald Environmental Management Project
Hanford Site

Idaho National Engineering Laboratory

Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
Los Alamos National Laboratory

Nevada Test Site

Oak Ridge Reservation

Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant

Pantex Plant

Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant

Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site
Sandia National Laboratories-New Mexico
Savannah River Site

Waste Isolation Pilot Plant

West Valley Demonstration Project

D e —
-

nizes the HW treatment capacity that exists at
INEL and does not currently exist at LANL.

o With respect to revised information on waste
loads, DOE prepared a new appendix,
Appendix I, which presents updated waste volume
inventories and projections for all waste types.
Further, Appendix I allows site-specific com-
parisons with earlier estimates of inventories




and projections upon which the analysis in
the Draft WM PEIS was based to determine
whether the more recent data would sub-
stantially change any of the impacts de-
scribed in the Draft WM PEIS. DOE performed
new analyses using updated waste inventory data
at selected sites for LLMW and for LLW and
TRUW under several alternatives. The results of
these additional analyses are contained in the
relevant waste-type chapters of the WM PEIS.

DOE modified its analysis of environmental
justice concerns to better determine whether
disproportionately high and adverse health
impacts to minority or low-income populations
could occur. The maps illustrating the proximity
of these populations around the major DOE sites
have been improved and moved from the former
Appendix I (as found in the Draft WM PEIS) to
Appendix C of the Final WM PEIS. DOE per-
formed additional analyses of the potential for
offsite general population risk as a result of the
disposal of LLMW and LLW. With respect to
transportation impacts, DOE clarified the compar-
ison of radiological risks in truck and rail trans-
portation and included the potential number of
shipments that would enter and exit each site.
DOE also emphasized that the intersite routes
used in the analysis are representative of possible
routes, not selections.

DOE revised Chapter 11, “Cumulative Impacts,”
to provide a more comprehensive evaluation of
other DOE actions (e.g., tritium supply and
recycling, weapons material stockpile stewardship
and management, and storage and disposition of
excess fissile materials) that may affect the sites.

With respect to environmental restoration wastes,
DOE substantially modified Appendix B to in-
clude updated waste volume estimates for all sites
and provided more detailed discussion about how
environmental restoration wastes are generated,
which of these wastes may be transferred to the
Waste Management Program, and how the
transferred wastes may affect the WM PEIS
alternatives. Appendix B also discusses the uncer-
tainties in estimating the volumes of environ-

mental restoration wastes and the potential effects on
waste management facilities. Section 1.7.1 of Volume
I was revised and now discusses how the environmen-
tal restoration program is considered in the WM PEIS
and why, given current uncertainties, a full impact
analysis of environmental restoration wastes cannot be
done in the WM PEIS. This section also sets forth the
Department’s reasons for proceeding with impact
analyses using only waste management wastes. A
qualitative analysis of how environmental restoration
transferred wastes may affect the WM PEIS
alternatives is also given in each waste-type chapter
(Sections 6.15, 7.15, and 8.15 of Volume I).

Other changes to the WM PEIS include: a more
detailed description of the decisions to be made by
DOE (Section 1.7.3 of Volume I, which also includes
a discussion of decision criteria from former
Section 1.8); a statement clarifying DOE’s compliance
with applicable State and local laws and a narrative on
relevant DOE orders (Section 1.4 of Volume I); a
more comprehensive discussion of site treatment
plans, pollution prevention, and other DOE actions
and programs (Section 1.8.2 of Volume I); a discus-
sion of privatization (Section 1.7.4 of Volume I); a
discussion of safeguards and security (Section 4.3.12
of Volume I); and information which explains why the
No Action alternatives for some waste types may
appear to have smaller potential impacts than other
alternatives (Sections 6.2.3, 6.16, and 8.3.1 of
Volume I). DOE has also made other changes sug-
gested by commenters to improve readability, includ-
ing a short Readers’ Guide at the beginning of Vol-
ume I, well-known examples to demonstrate waste
volumes, and a table for converting waste volumes to
both cubic feet and cubic yards. The Final WM PEIS
includes an updated list of preparers in Chapter 13.

As modified, the WM PEIS focuses on waste manage-
ment sites (those required to treat, store, or dispose of
existing wastes and wastes that will be generated in
the future as a result of DOE nuclear weapons stock-
pile stewardship and research programs). While this
document does not analyze environmental restoration
alternatives, Appendix B of the WM PEIS does
contain information on the anticipated waste loads
generated as a result of environmental restoration




activities (see Section 1.7) and a qualitative discussion
of the extent to which those waste loads may affect
waste management alternatives.

1.4 Waste Types Considered in the
WM PEIS

DOE is responsible for managing large inventories of
LLMW, LLW, TRUW, HLW, and HW. DOE
manages each of these waste types separately because
they contain different components, have different
levels of radioactivity, and must meet different regula-
tory requirements. Updated information on waste
volumes for LLW, LLMW, and TRUW at DOE’s
sites is included in Appendix I of this WM PEIS.
DOE addressed the management of spent nuclear fuel
in a separate programmatic environmental impact
statement and its subsequent Records of Decision (see
text box on page 12).

DOE defines its radioactive wastes based partially on
how they are derived. Thus, waste types may share
certain characteristics; for example, transuranic
elements can be found in LLMW, LLW, TRUW, and
HLW.

In addition, the wastes within each category come
from diverse sources and can have different character-
istics. Thus, some wastes within a waste type may
need to be managed much differently from other
wastes within that same waste type. For example,
LLMW and LLW are categorized as either alpha or
non-alpha waste, depending on whether the waste
contains transuranic radionuclides with half-lives
greater than 20 years and with alpha particle activity
of between 10 and 100 nanocuries per gram. Because
of the long-term health risks associated with the long-
lived transuranic radionuclides, regulatory require-
ments mandate different treatment or disposal pro-
cesses for alpha and for non-alpha waste. TRUW is an
alpha waste with activity greater than 100 nanocuries
per gram. There are typically two categories of
LLMW, LLW, and TRUW—*“contact-handled” (CH)
and “remote-handled” (RH). The difference between
the two categories is due to the concentration of
radioactive materials. RH waste typically requires
additional shielding and containment to protect

Types of Radioactivity

There are four principal types of radiation:
alpha particles, beta particles, gamma rays,
and neutrons. Alpha particles can be stopped
by a sheet of paper and will not penetrate skin;
but materials that emit alpha particles are
harmful if inhaled or ingested. Beta radiation
can pass through skin or an inch of water but
not through a thin sheet of aluminum, plywood,
or steel. Gamma rays and neutrons are the
most penetrating radiation and can pass
through many materials, including the human
body. In passing through the human body,
gamma rays generally deposit less of their
energy than alpha or beta particles, which are
stopped in the body. Dense materials like lead
are effective for absorbing gamma rays, while
hydrogenous materials like water are effective
in slowing down and stopping neutrons.

workers and the public. Most LLMW, LLW, and HW
can be disposed of by shallow burial provided that
they are first treated and then placed in a properly
regulated disposal facility. LLMW, HLW, HW, and
some TRUW are all subject to the requirements of the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA).

The following introductory sections define and discuss
each of the waste types considered in this WM PEIS,
current waste volumes, and the four categories of
alternatives. Figure 1.4-1 and Table 1.4-1 identify
sites where wastes are generated or stored for each
waste type under the alternatives evaluated in the
WM PEIS.

1.4.1 LOW-LEVEL MIXED WASTE

Low-level mixed waste (LLMW) contains both
hazardous and low-level radioactive components. The
hazardous components in LLMW are subject to
RCRA, whereas the radioactive components are
subject to the Atomic Energy Act (AEA). LLMW is

characterized as either CH or RH and as
]

alpha or non-alpha.




Figure 1.4-1. Waste Management Sites.
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Table 1.4-1. Waste Management Sites

Major Waste Type Managed
Sites State| Symbol | Site® |LLMW| LLW | TRUW | HLW | HW®
1 _Ames Laboratory 1A Ames v v
2 Argonne National Laboratory-East IL ANL-E v v v v/ v
3 Battelle Columbus Laboratories OH BCL v
4 Bettis Atomic Power Laboratory PA Bettis v v
5 Brookhaven National Laboratory NY BNL J/c v v
6 Charleston Naval Shipyard SC_| Charleston v g
7_Colonie NY_ 1| Colonie d
8 Energy Technology Engineering Center CA ETEC v v/
9 Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory IL Fermi v v
10 Fernald Environmental Management Project OH FEMP v/ v/ v
11 General Atomics CA GA v
12 General Electric Vallecitos Nuclear Center CA GE d d--
13 Grand Junction Projects Office CO | GIPO v/
14 Hanford Site WA | Hanford v v v v v v
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory ID INEL v 4 v/ v/ v/ v/
15 Idaho National Engineering Laboratory ID INEL € € 3 e e
16 _Argonne National Laboratory-West ID ANL-W e e e
17_Naval Reactor Facility ID NRF e
18 Kansas City Plant MO KCP v v v
Knolls Atomic Power Laboratory NY KAPL v v
19 Knolls Atomic Power Laboratory (Kesselring) | NY | KAPL-K e e
20 Knolls Atomic Power Laboratory (Niskayuna) { NY | KAPL-N e e
21 Knolls Atomic Power Laboratory (Windsor) CT | KAPL-W e e
| 22 Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research | CA | LEHR s
| 23 Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory CA LBI Y v A
| Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory CA [ LLNL 4 A 4 A 4
_y_mm&]_iﬂnnmﬂamuboratorv CA LLNL e [ e e "
|25 Sandia National Laboratories (California) CA | SNL-CA [ e
| 26 Los Alamos National Laboratory NM 1 LANL / Y / Y Y ’
27 Mare Island Naval Shipyard CA | Marels v g
28 Middlesex Sampling Plant NJ_| Middlesex d
29 Mound Plant OH Mound v v/ v/
30 Nevada Test Site NV NTS v v v v
31 Norfolk Naval Shipyard VA | Norfolk v g




10 . » Table 1.4-1. Waste Management Sites—Continued
Major Waste Type Managed
Sites State| Symbol | Site® |LLMW| LLW [ TRUW | HLW | HW®
Oak Ridge Reservation TN ORR v v v v v/
|32 K-25 Site TN K-25 e e e
33 Oak Ridge Institute for Science and Education { TN ORISE e
34 Oak Ridge National Laboratory TN ORNL e e e €
35 Y-12 Plant TN Y-12 e € e
36 Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant KY PGDP v 7 v v
375; Py u,\m.w,i s 5 JMY Fra o e i L Palg s 4 ¥ «_;:l
38 Pantex Plant TX Pantex A v/ v
39 Pear]l Harbor Naval Shipyard HI Pearl H v/
40 Pinellas Plant FL | Pinellas v/ v/
41 Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant OH | PORTS v v H/ :
42 Pontsmouth Naval Shipyard ME | Ports Nav am.
il 43 Princeton Plasma Physics Laboratory NJ PPPL v
Il 44 Puget Sound Naval Shipyard WA | Puget So v
45 RMI Titanium Company OH RMI v
46 Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site CO | RFETS v v v
Sandia National Laboratories NM | SNL-NM [Fwves]| o« v 4
47 Sandia National Laboratories (New Mex) NM | SNL-NM e e e
48 Inhalation Toxicology Research Institute NM ITRI e
49 Savannah River Site SC SRS v 4 v v v
50 Stanford Linear Accelerator Center CA SLAC
51 University of Missouri MO | UofMO s v
52 Waste Isolation Pilot Plant NM WIPP v woof
53 Weldon Spring Site Remedial Action Project MO | WSSR Pogt
54 West Valley Demonstration Project NY | WVDP /c v v v v
Total sites 17 | 37 1 27 16 4 11|

Notes: = the facility is included in the indicated group. A site is listed under a waste type if it currently manages or is expected to manage that type of waste
in the future. Joint DOE/Navy Nuclear Propulsion Program sites are: Bettis, Charleston, KAPL-K, KAPL-N, KAPL-W, Mare Is, Norfolk, NRF, Pearl H, Ports
Nav, and Puget So. Former FUSRAP (Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program) sites are Colonie and Middlesex.

3 “Major” sites are those that are the focus of the WM PEIS because they meet one or more of the following criteria: (1) they are candidates to receive wastes
generated offsite; (2) they are candidates to host disposal facilities; (3) they manage HLW; or (4) they were included to be consistent with the Federal Facility
Compliance Act process.

b Sites analyzed in the WM PEIS are those 11 sites that generated more than 90% of DOE’s HW for the year 1992. Other DOE sites also manage HW but were
not evaluated. Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program sites were not considered in the WM PEIS analysis for HW.

¢ Although this site is designated as a major site, none of the alternatives would result in wastes from other sites being shipped to this site for treatment or disposal.
d The site is included in the table because it is listed in data sources for LLMW; however, no programmatic waste management decision would be applicable
to the site. Since it is managed as an environmental restoration site, it is excluded from the WM PEIS alternatives and waste totals.

€ For evaluating candidate sites for waste management facilities in this WM PEIS: ANL-W and NRF have been combined with INEL; ITRI has been combined
with SNL-NM; K-25, ORISE, ORNL, and Y-12 have been combined under ORR; SNL-CA has been combined with LLNL; and KAPL-K, KAPL-N, and
KAPL-W have been combined under KAPL.

f TRUW is not currently stored or managed at WIPP. WIPP is a planned disposal site and is included because of its potential to treat TRUW.

8 Naval shipyards may generate small quantities of LLW; however, they are not reported in the WM PEIS.




LLMW results from a variety of activities, including
the processing of nuclear materials used in nuclear
weapons production and energy research and develop-
ment activities. The WM PEIS evaluates management
of approximately 82,000 cubic meters (m3) of LLMW

that are currently stored and an estimated
137,000 cubic meters that are expected to be gener-
ated over the next 20 years (excluding LLMW that
could be generated as a result of environmental
restoration activities; see Table 1.7-1), for a total of
approximately 219,000 cubic meters. While commer-
cial and DOE facilities are currently insufficient to
treat DOE’s entire inventory of LLMW, some com-
mercial treatment capacity does exist, and with
sufficient incentives, it is assumed that commercial
capacity could increase to meet demand. This WM
PEIS addresses the treatment and disposal of LLMW;
storage of LLMW is not addressed because RCRA
prohibits storage of untreated waste except to facilitate
proper recovery, treatment, or disposal. The WM
PEIS addresses the transportation impacts associated
with moving LLMW to treatment, storage, and
disposal sites.

1.4.2 LOW-LEVEL WASTE

Low-level waste (LLW) includes all radioactive waste
that is not classified as HLW, spent nuclear fuel (fuel
discharged from nuclear reactors), TRUW, uranium
and thorium mill tailings 'or waste from processed ore.
It does not contain HW constituents. Most LLW
consists of relatively large amounts of waste materials
contaminated with small amounts of radionuclides,
such as contaminated equipment (e.g., gloveboxes,
ventilation ducts, shielding, and laboratory equip-
ment), protective clothing, paper, rags, packing
material, and solidified sludges. LLW is further
categorized as CH or RH and as alpha or non-alpha on
the basis of the types and levels of radioactive emis-
sions. However, most LLW contains short-lived
radionuclides and generally can be handled without
additional shielding or remote handling equipment.
DOE has an inventory of approximately 67,500 cubic
meters of LLW in storage, and approximately
1,440,000 cubic meters are expected to be generated
during the next 20 years (excluding LLW that could
be generated as a result of environmental restoration

Contact- and Remote-Handled Wastes

Radioacrive waste is classified as either
“contact-handled” (CH) or “remote-handled”
(RH). LLMW, LLW, and TRUW can be
composed of either CH or RH waste. All HLW
is RH waste.

Contact-handled wastes are those with
radiation levels less than or equal to

200 millirem per hour at the surface of a waste
container and can be safely handled by direct
contact.

Remote-handled wastes are those with |
radiation levels exceeding 200 millirem per |
hour at the surface of a container. Such

material must be handled remotely, by using

such means as robots, and must have special

shielding in treatment, storage, and disposal

facilities.

A millirem (one-thousandth of a rem) is a unit
of measure of absorbed ionizing radiation used
to assess the biological effects of a given dose
of any type of radiation.

Various low-level, mixed, and hazardous waste.




activities), for a total of approximately
1,500,000 cubic meters. This WM PEIS
also addresses the transportation impacts
associated with moving LLW to treatment, storage,
and disposal sites.

1.4.3 TRANSURANIC WASTE

TRUW is waste containing more.than 100 nanocuries
of alpha-emitting transuranic isotopes per gram of
waste, with half-lives greater than 20 years (atomic
number greater than 92), except for (a) HLW,
(b) waste that DOE has determined, with the concur-
rence of the Administrator of the EPA, does not need
the degree of isolation required by 40 CFR 191, or (c)
waste that the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(NRC) has approved for disposal on a case-by-case
basis in accordance with 10 CFR 61.! TRUW is
generated during research, development, nuclear
weapons production, and spent nuclear fuel
reprocessing.

Metric Units

iven in the
). One cubic

Volumes in this document are
metric unit of cubic meters (|

meter is equal to approximately 35 cubic feet,
or 264 gallons.

TRUW, some of which also contains hazardous
chemicals, has radioactive elements such as pluto-
nium, with lesser amounts of neptunium, americium,
curium, and californium. These radionuclides gener-
ally decay by emitting alpha particles. Like
LLMW and LLW, TRUW also contains radionuclides
that emit gamma radiation, requiring TRUW to be
managed as either CH or RH. Approximately half of
the TRUW analyzed is mixed waste containing both
radioactive elements and hazardous chemicals regu-
lated under RCRA.

1 LLW and LLMW may also contain these transuranic
isotopes, but with concentrations less than 100
nanocuries per gram of waste.
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Spent Nuclear Fuel

“Spent nuclear fuel” is fuel that has been
withdrawn from a nuclear reactor following
irradiation, the constituent elements of which
have not been separated.

Initially, the management of spent nuclear fuel
was to be analyzed in this WM PEIS. However,
spent nuclear fuel has been analyzed in a
separate PEIS— “Department of Energy
Programmatic Spent Nuclear Fuel Management
and Idaho National Engineering Laboratory
Environmental Restoration and Waste
Management Programs Final Environmental
Impact Statement "—published in April 1995.
The impacts of managing spent nuclear fuel are
included in the cumulative impacts of this

WM PEIS.

DOE has approximately 68,000 cubic meters of stored
TRUW that can be retrieved and expects to generate
about 64,000 cubic meters over the next 20 years
(excluding TRUW that could be generated as a result
of environmental restoration activities), for a total
of about 132,000 cubic meters. DOE is currently
proceeding with plans for TRUW disposal at a
proposed geologic repository called the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) near Carlsbad, New
Mexico. To evaluate whether to dispose of TRUW at
WIPP and what level of treatment is needed for WIPP
to perform as designed, DOE is preparing the WIPP
Disposal Phase Supplemental EIS (SEIS-II) (draft
issued Nov. 1996). Therefore, this WM PEIS ad-
dresses only the selection of DOE sites for treatment
and storage facilities for TRUW. It also addresses the
transportation impacts associated with moving TRUW
to treatment, storage, and disposal sites.



1.4.4 HIGH-LEVEL WASTE

High-level waste (HLW) is the highly radioactive
waste resulting from reprocessing spent nuclear fuel
and irradiated targets from reactors. HLW is liquid
before it is treated and solidified. Some of its elements
will remain radioactive for thousands of years. HLW
is also a mixed waste if it contains hazardous
components that are regulated under RCRA. DOE has
or will have generated about 378,000 cubic meters of
HLW stored in large tanks.

Access to waste panel 1 in WIPP’s underground facility.
Continuous air monitors in foreground.

High-level waste tanks at SRS.

roauction

DOE is proceeding with plans to treat HLW by
processing it into a solid form that would not be
readily dispersible into air or leachable into
groundwater or surface water. This treatment process
is called vitrification. The environmental impacts of
vitrifying HLW have been analyzed in previous DOE
environmental impact statements. Vitrification would
generate approximately 21,600 canisters from the
current inventory of HLW. Canisters are assumed to
vary in volume between 0.85 cubic meter and
1.26 cubic meters. DOE plans to dispose of the HLW
canisters in a geologic repository. This WM PEIS
addresses only the storage of treated HLW prior to its
ultimate disposal in such a repository. It also
addresses the transportation impacts associated with
moving HLW to storage sites.

1.4.5 HAZARDOUS WASTE

Hazardous waste (HW) is defined under RCRA as a
solid waste, or a combination of solid wastes, that
may (a) significantly contribute to.an increase in
mortality because of its quantity, concentration, or
physical, chemical, or infectious characteristics or
(b) pose a potential hazard to human health or the
environment when improperly treated, stored, or
disposed of. RCRA defines a “solid” waste to include
solid, liquid, semisolid, or contained gaseous
material.

The quantities and types of HW generated by DOE’s
activities vary considerably and include acids, metals,
solvents, paints, oils, rags contaminated with
hazardous cleaning compounds, and other hazardous
materials that are byproducts of routine maintenance,
degreasing, and machine shop operations. Almost
99% of DOE’s HW is wastewater and is treated at
DOE sites. The remaining 1%, predominantly
solvents and cleaning agents, is treated at commercial
facilities. The WM PEIS evaluates the treatment of the
1% of HW that is not wastewater (Chapter 10,
Volume I).




Quantities of Waste*

Low-Level Mixed Waste. The WM PEIS
addresses approximately 82,000 cubic meters
of LLMW that are currently stored and an
estimated 137,000 cubic meters that are
expected to be generated over the next 20 years
(100,000 cubic meters has about the same
volume as a seven-story building the size of a
Jootball field).

Low-Level Waste. Approximately 67,500 cubic
meters of LLW are stored, and an estimated
1,440,000 cubic meters are expected to be
generated over the next 20 years.

Transuranic Waste. Approximately 68,000
cubic meters are retrievably stored, and an
estimated 64,000 cubic meters are expected to
be generated over the next 20 years.

High-Level Waste. Approximately 378,000
cubic meters of HLW are stored and, when
treated through vitrification, will generate
approximately 21,600 HLW canisters.

Hazardous Waste. Approximately 69,000 cubic
meters of nonwastewater HW are expected to
be generated in the next 20 years.

* Volumes do not include environmental restoration
wastes.

Over the next 20 years, DOE expects to generate
approximately 69,000 cubic meters of nonwastewater
HW. The WM PEIS addresses only the impacts of
treating HW and the impacts associated with moving
HW to treatment sites.

1.5 Decisions

Table 1.5-1 summarizes decisions DOE needs to
make with respect to the treatment, storage, or
disposal of these five types of waste. The alternatives
describe the roles of the different sites where waste
management facilities could be located.

1.6 Decision Criteria

Table 1.6-1 lists factors and criteria DOE used to
evaluate alternatives in order to select a preferred
alternative for each waste type considered in the
WM PEIS. DOE also considered public comments in
evaluating each of the alternatives.

1.7 Environmental Restoration Wastes

The term “environmental restoration” (ER) refers to
the remediation of contaminated media and facilities
at DOE sites. Contaminated media consist of contam-
inated soils, water, debris, and buildings; the volumes
of such materials can be large at some sites. DOE
continues to pursue environmental restoration at its
sites; however, environmental restoration is not
included in the scope of the WM PEIS. The decisions
DOE must make about environmental restoration
generally are not programmatic but instead are site
specific.

Certain wastes generated during environmental
restoration activities will be transferred to the waste
management program for further treatment or




Table 1.5-1. Decisions DOE Will Make Based on Evaluations in the WM PEIS

disposal. These wastes are referred to as ER trans-
ferred wastes. The volume of ER transferred waste
depends on the extent of environmental restoration at
a site, which then depends on several factors,
including decisions regarding the use of the site in the
future and the amount of cleanup necessary to permit
that use; the balance between containment and
removal strategies at a site; and the availability of
commercial or DOE facilities to treat or dispose of
waste. Current ER waste estimates are derived from
a base-case scenario for environmental response
actions at DOE sites.

Of the total volume of contaminated material from
more than 10,000 contaminated areas at DOE sites
(estimated to be approximately 58 million cubic
meters), approximately 90% is contaminated soils. In
situ remediation activities—such as capping contam-
inated soils in a landfill or entombing processing
facilities, buildings, and reactors—would generate
relatively small volumes of waste requiring further
management.

Type of Waste and Whether DOE Will Decide on Basis of WM PEIS (Yes or No) I

Low-Level Mixed Transuranic |

Decisions Waste Low-Level Waste Waste High-Level Waste Hazardous Waste |
Where to YES YES YES NO YES |
treat? |
LLMW could be LLW volume reduction TRUW could be HLW will be HW could be treated at |

treated at 1 to 37 and treatment could be treated at 3 to 16 treated at 4 DOE DOE sites, or DOE I

DOE sites. conducted at 1 to 11 DOE sites. sites where it was could rely on |

DOE sites. Minimum generated. commercial treatment. |

treatment could occur at |

all sites. |

Where to NO NO YES YES NO I
store? |
LLMW will be stored | LLW will be stored at TRUW could be HLW canisters HW sent to |

at sites where sites where generated stored at 3 to containing treated commercial facilities I

generated until until treatment and 16 sites, pending HLW could be will be stored for less |

treatment and disposal. final disposition. placed into storage than 90 days unless |

disposal. at1to4 DOEsites. | there is a permitied |

storage facility. |

Where to YES YES NO NO NO |
dispose of? |
LLMW could be LLW could be disposed | Separate evaluation | Separate Commercial HW |

disposed of at 1 to 16 of at 1 to 16 DOE sites. of Waste Isolation evaluations to be disposal facilities will |

DOE sites. Pilot Plant (WIPP) prepared pursuarnt continue to be used. I

Disposal Phase is to the Nuclear |

being prepared. Waste Policy Act as I

L amended. |

However, environmental restoration activities that
involve removing contaminants from environmental
media can produce HW, LLW, LLMW, and TRUW.
Although DOE has made preliminary estimates about
how much of each of these wastes environmental
restoration may generate at a particular site, it has
almost no information on how chemical or
radiological contaminants vary within each of these
broad types of environmental restoration wastes.
Without this basic information on the nature and
composition of these wastes, DOE cannot determine
the facilities needed to manage them or the impacts
that the operation of those facilities might have on the
environment.

Potential impacts of the addition of ER transferred
waste on the WM PEIS alternatives are determined by
such factors as waste management facility capacity,
operational costs, and risks to workers and offsite
populations. At most DOE sites, the treatment of ER
transferred wastes is not expected to affect
comparisons regarding the WM PEIS
alternatives. Management of ER transferred




Table 1.6-1. Factors and Criteria DOE Uses in WM PEIS Decision Making

Factor

« Consistency

» Cost

« Cumulative impact

« DOE mission

« Economic
dislocation

» Environmental impact

* Equity

¢ Human health risk

Criterion

Favors alternatives that are consistent
with other complexwide studies using
methodologies that allow valid
comparisons across sites.

Favors alternatives that have the
potential to minimize overall cost for
implementation of selected waste
management strategies.

Favors selection of alternatives and
sites that minimize adverse
cumulative environmental impacts.

Favors alternatives that further the
Department’s mission to safely and
efficiently treat, store, and ultimately
dispose of wastes.

Favors alternatives that tend to
minimize economic dislocation, such
as job losses.

Favors selection of alternatives and
sites that would minimize adverse
environmental impacts.

Favors alternatives that distribute
waste management facilities in ways
that are considered equitable.

Favors alternatives that reduce
human health risk to both workers
and the public. Human health risks
depend not only on the magnitude of
releases of radionuclides and
hazardous chemicals but also on
parameters such as population
surrounding the sites, the
hydrogeology of disposal sites, and
the number of vehicle

Factor

« Implementation
flexibility

 Mitigation

« Regulatory compliance

* Regulatory risk

« Site mission

+ Transportation

Criterion

accidents that are expected to occur
during transportation of waste.

Favors alternatives that maximize
DOE's ability to modify activities at
selected sites as circumstances
change (e.g., to potentially manage
large volumes of ER waste).

Favors alternatives that increase
DOE's ability to mitigate adverse
impacts and that reduce the cost of
mitigation.

Favors alternatives that comply with
regulatory requirements, DOE
Orders, and commitments made
under the Federal Facility
Compliance Act or with States and
other regulators.

Considers the potential for changes
in statutes and regulations when
evaluating alternatives and siting
options.

Favors alternatives that are consistent
with site capabilities and feasible for
each waste type, particularly
capacities and availability of
technologies for treatment, storage,
and disposal.

Favors alternatives that balance the
amount of transportation needed to
transport wastes to the sites
considered in the alternatives with
potential environmental risks, health
risks, vehicle accidents, public
concerns, mission needs, and costs.




waste could be accomplished by using available
operational capacity for up to 30 years at waste
management facilities, providing additional waste
management facilities, or upgrading the planned
facilities to accept increased amounts of wastes.
Table 1.7-1 provides estimates of the volumes of
transferred wastes that would be treated at waste
management facilities. Because DOE does not have
sufficient information about the ER transferred
wastes, it cannot evaluate their impacts in the same
manner as the impacts of wastes evaluated in the
WM PEIS. DOE does not have enough information
on the volume or contaminant composition of these
wastes to perform an analysis of the impacts of
treating, storing, or disposing of these wastes.

Appendix B and the cumulative impact analysis
describe the DOE Environmental Restoration
Program, provide estimates of waste volumes, and
identify the potential effects of the addition of ER
transferred waste on the WM PEIS analysis.
Assumptions and uncertainties involved in the analysis
are also provided.

1.8 Pollution Prevention Program Plan

Pollution prevention is defined as the use of materials,
processes, and practices that reduce or eliminate
the generation and release of pollutants, contami-
nants, hazardous substances, and wastes into land,
water, and air. To demonstrate DOE’s commitment
to pollution prevention, the Secretary of Energy

‘'oquction

Table 1.7-1. Estimated Waste Volumes
Requiring Treatment or Disposal
at Waste Management Facilities®

Environmental Waste |

Restoration Management |

Waste Type and Transferred Waste |
Activity Waste (m?) (m3) |
LLMW 200,000 219,000} |
LLW 1,900,000 1,500,000 |
TRUW 80,000 132,000 |

2 No HLW or HW requiring treatment or disposal in waste
management facilities will be generated as a result of
environmental restoration activities.

has established goals, to be achieved by
December 31, 1999, that will reduce DOE’s routine
generation of radioactive, mixed, and hazardous
wastes and will reduce total releases and transfers of
toxic chemicals by at least 50%.

To provide a conservative analysis of DOE’s future
waste management program, the projections of waste
volumes given in Chapters 6-10 did not assume that
pollution prevention practices would significantly
reduce current waste generation. However,
Appendix G estimates how DOE’s departmentwide
reduction of 50% in annual generation of waste from
DOE’s pollution prevention practices may affect waste
loads, costs, and human health impacts.
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2 Alternatives

In this WM PEIS, the term “alternative” refers to a
configuration of sites for treating, storing, or dispos-
ing of a specific waste type. Analysis of the range of
reasonable configurations provides information on
their potential environmental impacts that can be
compared by decision makers. The alternatives
analyzed in this WM PEIS for each waste type fall
within four broad categories: the no action alternative
and the decentralized, regionalized, and centralized
alternatives.

2.1 Four Categories of Alternatives

No Action Alternative: This alternative involves
using only currently existing or, in the case of HW,
planned waste management facilities at DOE sites, or
commercial vendors. In the NEPA process a no action
alternative, or “status quo” alternative, may not
necessarily comply with applicable laws and regula-
tions, but it provides an environmental baseline
against which the impacts of other alternatives can be
compared.

Decentralized Alternatives: These alternatives
involve managing waste where it is or will be gener-
ated. Unlike the no action alternative, the decentral-
ized alternatives may require the siting, construction,
and operation of new facilities or the modification of
existing facilities. Under the decentralized alterna-
tives, waste management facilities would be located at
a larger number of sites than under the regionalized or
centralized alternatives.

Regionalized Alternatives: These alternatives involve
transporting wastes to a number of sites (fewer than
the number of sites considered for the decentralized
alternatives but greater than the number of sites
considered for the centralized alternatives). In gen-
eral, sites with the largest volumes of a given waste
were considered as regional sites for treatment,

NEPA Regulations

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
regulations implementing NEPA (40 CFR
Parts 1500-1508) require Federal agencies to
evaluate all reasonable alternatives to the
proposed action in an environmental impact
statement (EIS). An agency must provide
sufficient information for each alternative so
that reviewers may evaluate the comparative
merits of those alternatives.

For alternatives that were eliminated from
detailed study, the agency must briefly discuss
the reasons for their elimination. Further, the
agency must identify its preferred alternative or
alternatives, if one exists, in the draft EIS, and
the agency must identify the preferred
alternative in the final EIS unless another law
prohibits the expression of such a preference.
After completing the final EIS, the agency
prepares a Record of Decision that announces
the decision it made and identifies the
alternative it considered to be environmentally
preferable.

storage, or disposal. DOE evaluated two or more
regionalized alternatives for all waste types.

Centralized Alternatives: These alternatives involve
transporting wastes to one or two sites for treatment,
storage, or disposal. As was the case for the
regionalized alternatives, those sites that have the
largest volumes of a given waste were generally
considered as sites for centralized management.

These four broad categories of alternatives encompass
the range of reasonable alternatives available to DOE
for siting facilities to manage the five waste types
considered in this WM PEIS. Commercial or private
facilities could potentially be used within each



What Is Privatization?

For purposes of this WM PEIS, privatization
refers to having a private entity operate,
maintain, and decommission a waste
management facility on a DOE site for the
exclusive use of DOE. The private entity is
reimbursed by DOE on a competitive basis.
Privatization also includes the construction and
subsequent operation of a waste management
facility (including financing and obtaining
necessary permits) by a private entity on a DOE
site.

alternative. The programmatic decisions that DOE
ultimately makes are not necessarily limited to one of
the four categories of alternatives. For example, DOE
could select a hybrid alternative that would incorpo-
rate actions from one or more of the four categories of
alternatives analyzed. Furthermore, under each
category of alternatives, there are many possible
combinations for the number and location of sites for
management facilities. To narrow these combinations
to a reasonable range for meaningful analyses, DOE
selected representative alternatives under each cate-
gory. Table 2.1-1 presents the alternatives that are
analyzed for each of the waste types considered in the
WM PEIS.

What Is CommercializatiOn?

For purposes of this WM PEIS, a “commercial”
waste management facility is defined as one that
is owned or operated by a private entity (or a
state) and that treats, stores, or disposes of
waste from a variety of sources for a fee. DOE
routinely uses commercial facilities for disposal
of some of its LLMW and LLW.

2.2 Developing the WM PEIS
Alternatives

To determine those sites that would be reasonable
locations for waste management facilities, DOE
identified the sites with the largest waste volumes and
the ones where transportation requirements would be
minimized. The impacts of waste management facili-
ties were then analyzed at those sites.

Other criteria were used to select additional sites.
Waste characteristics, specialized treatment require-
ments, and existing facilities were taken into consider-
ation. Some wastes that require special treatment were
analyzed separately, and treatment sites were selected
for analysis on the basis of volumes requiring special
treatment rather than on total volumes.

Table 2.1-1. Number of Alternatives Analyzed by Waste Type

Alternatives LLMW LLW TRUW HLW* HW Total
No Action 1 1 1 1 5
Decentralized 1 1 1 1 5
Regionalized 4 7 2 2 18
Centralized 1 5 1 0 8

Total - 7 14 5 4 36

* HLW alternatives are analyzed both in terms of final disposal beginning in 2015 and final disposal beginning at some later
date. However, the decision of when HLW disposal will begin is not part of the WM PEIS. A separate NEPA document will be

prepared for the HLW geologic repository.

——— — ——



2.3 WM PEIS Preferred
Alternatives

The site profiles at the end of this Summary briefly
describe the roles each site may play in the national
waste management programs for each waste type
under the preferred alternatives. No decisions will be
made until at least 30 days after publication of the
WM PEIS. DOE will make separate decisions on each
waste type beginning early in calendar year 1997.

DOE selected its preferred alternatives after consider-
ing the analyses presented in the WM PEIS, the
decision criteria presented in Table 1.6-1 and all of
the comments submitted on the Draft WM PEIS.
Table 2.3~1 summarizes the preferred altermatives for
all of the major sites analyzed in the WM PEIS, and
Tables 2.3-2 through 2.3-6 identify the waste man-
agement activities that each of the major sites would
conduct under the preferred alternative. The preferred
alternatives for each waste type are as follows.

Treatment of LLMW: A number of the Depart-
ment’s sites (generally sites with small amounts of
LLMW) would send their LLMW to other sites for
treatment. The sites that would receive these wastes
and treat them under the DOE’s preferred alternative
are Hanford, INEL, ORR, and SRS. ANL-E, FEMP,
LLNL, LANL, Pantex, PORTS, RFETS, and
SNL-NM would treat LLMW onsite.

DOE's preferred alternative is a combination of parts
of the Decentralized Alternative and several
Regionalized Alternatives as shown in Table 2.3-1.
The potential environmental impacts of all alternatives
for treatment of LLMW evaluated in the WM PEIS
are small. DOE’s preferred alternative is generally
consistent with the Site Treatment Plans prepared
under the FFCAct; these plans include the use of
commercial facilities to treat some LLMW. DOE
realizes that the compliance orders issued by State and
Federal regulators on the basis of these Site Treatment
Plans establish the requirements for treatment of
DOE's LLMW.

Disposal of LLMW: The Department’s preferred
alternative at this time is to send its LLMW to re-
gional disposal sites after it is treated. After consulta-
tions with stakeholders, the Department intends to
select two or three sites from the following six:
Hanford, INEL, LANL, NTS, ORR, and SRS.

The six sites named above are those at which DOE
already has established LLW or LLMW disposal
operations and, except for NTS and LANL, each has
relatively large LLMW volumes for disposal. Be-
cause these six sites would have more than adequate
capacity for the amounts of LLMW the Department
will need to dispose of, there is no need for additional
candidate sites. Fewer than the six sites would provide
adequate capacity at a substantially lower overall cost.
Relying on only one disposal site, however, would
require the most transportation of the waste, and
would be operationally inflexible if disposal activities
were interrupted.

While all six current disposal sites remain candidates
for future disposal operations and the potential health
and environmental impacts of regionalized disposal
are small, further consideration of various factors may
affect the DOE’s site preferences. For example,
hydrological characteristics indicate that disposal at
sites with high rainfall, such as ORR and SRS, would
require mitigation costs that would not be needed at
more arid sites. Preliminary cost analyses indicate that
regional disposal at ORR, LANL, and INEL may not
be as cost effective as disposal at SRS, NTS, and
Hanford.

Because of these sometimes contravening factors and
the permanence associated with disposal decisions, it
is prudent to further evaluate costs and discuss all
pertinent aspects of potential configurations with
stakeholders before identifying two or three preferred
sites for disposal. The Department will notify the
public which specific sites it prefers for disposal of
LLMW by publishing a notice in the Federal Register
and by other means. DOE will not issue a Record of
Decision selecting any regional disposal sites for
LLMW sooner than 30 days after publication of its
preferred sites in the Federal Register.




Notes: N = No Action; D = Decentralized; R1, R2, R3, R4 = Regionalized; - = site not analyzed as a major

generating site; * = no impacts from treatment or storage; ** = the very small amount of TRUW at Pantex would be

shipped to LANL for treatment and storage. A blank cell indicates that the waste type is not found at the site.

® Wastes from these sites (BNL, NTS, and WVDP) are shipped offsite to regional treatment centers.

b DOE prefers to further narrow its configuration of LLMW and LLW disposal sites to two to three sites. The
selection of sites would be made following consultation with regulatory authorities, State and Tribal governments,
and other interested stakeholders.

Table 2.3-2. Waste Management Activities Under the Preferred
Alternative for Treatment and Disposal of LLMW

Generating
Site* Activity Location Receives Waste Ships Waste to

Ames Treamment Offsite Regional treatment site®
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site®

ANL-E Treatment Onsite Some waste may be shipped to re-

gional treatment site®

Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site®

BCL Treatment Offsite Regional treatment site®
D ! Offsi Regionaldi s |

Type | Decision | ANL | BNL | FEMP | Hanford | INEL | LLNL | LANL | NTS | ORR
LLMW | Treamment D R1? D Rl R4 D D R1? R2
Disposal® R R R R R R R R R
LLW Treatment R3 R3 R3 R3 R3 R3 R3 R3 R3
Disposal® R R R R R R R R R
TRUW | Treamment D D R3 D D D Rl
HLW Storage D D
HW Treatment N - - N N N N - N
Waste
Type | Decision | PGDP | Pantex | PORTS | RFETS | SNL-NM | SRS | WVDP | WIPP
LLMW | Treamment R2 D D D D Rl R1?
Disposal® R R R R R R R
LLW | Treament | R3 R3 R3 R3 R3 R3 R3
Disposal® R R R R R R
TRUW | Treatment D we D R1 Rl D *
HLW Storage D D
HW Treatment - N - - N N -



Table 2.3-2. Waste Management Activities Under the Preferred
Alternative for Treatment and Disposal of LLMW—Continued

Generating
Site* Activity Location Receives Waste Ships Waste to
Bertis Treatment Offsite Regional treatment site®
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site®
BNL Treatment Offsited Regional treatment site®
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site®
Charleston Treatment Offsite Regional treatment site®
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site®
ETEC Treatment Offsite® Regional treatment site®
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site
FEMP Treatment Onsite? Some waste may be shipped to re-
gional treatment site
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site®
GA Treatment Onsite
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site®
GJPO Treatment Onsite
Disposal Offsite , Regional disposal site®
Hanford Treatment Onsite Regional treatment site?
Disposal Onsite/offsite | Potential regional disposal site Regional disposal site®
INEL Treatment Onsite Regional treatment site® Some INEL waste may be shipped
to another regional treatment site
Disposal Onsite/offsite | Potential regional disposal site Regional disposal site®
KCP Treatment Offsite Regional treatment site®
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site®
KAPL Treatment Offsite Regional treatment site?
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site
LEHR Treamment Offsite Regional treatment site®
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site®
LBL Treatment Offsite? Regional treatment site®
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site®
LLNL Treatment Onsite Some waste may be shipped to re-
gional treatment site
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site®
LANL Treatment Onsite
Disposal Onsite/offsite | Potential regional disposal site Regional disposal site®
Mare Island | Treatment Offsite Regional treatment site®
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site®
Mound Treatment Onsite® Regional treatment siteP
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site
NTS Treatment Offsite Regional treatment site®
Disposal Onsite/offsite | Potential regional disposal site Regional disposal site
Norfolk Treatment Offsite Regional treatment site®
Di 1 Offsite Regional disposal site® {




Table 2.3-2. Waste Management Activities Under the Preferred Alternative
for Treatment and Disposal of LLMW—Continued

Generating
Site* Activity Location Receives Waste Ships Waste to
ORR Treatment Onsite Regional treatment site®
Disposal Onsite/offsite | Potential regional disposal site Regional disposal site®
PGDP Treatment Offsite? Regional treatment site®
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site
Pantex Treatment Onsite
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site®
Pearl Harbor | Treatment Offsite Regional treatment site®
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site
Pinellas Treatment Offsite Regional treatment site®
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site
PORTS Treamnent Onsite' Regional treatment site®
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site°
Ports Nav Treatment Offsite Regional treatment site”
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site
PPPL Treatment Offsite Regional treatment site”
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site
Puget So Treatment Offsite Regional treatment site”
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site’
RMI Treatment Offsite Regional treatment site”
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site
RFETS Treatment Onsite
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site
SNL-NM Treatment Onsite
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site
SRS Treatment Onsite Regional treatment site” Some SRS waste may be shipped
1o another regional treatment site
Disposal Onsite/offsite | Potential regional disposal site Regional disposal site®
UofMO Treamnent Offsite Regional treatment site®
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site®
WVDP Treatment Offsite? Regional treatment site®
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site

Note: A blank cell indicates that a site either does not receive LLMW from other sites or does not ship LLMW to other sites.
* A site is listed if it currently manages LLMW or is expected to manage it in the future.
® The regional treatment sites would be Hanford, INEL, ORR, or SRS, depending upon which site is shipping waste. The configuration
analyzed in the WM PEIS for Hanford, INEL, ORR, and SRS is not exactly the same as those in the Site Treatment Plans; under the
Site Treatment Plans:
«  Hanford rececives LLMW from BCL;
«  INEL receives LLMW from Bettis, Charleston, ETEC, KAPL, LBL, LLNL, Mare Island, NTS, Norfolk, Pearl Harbor,
PORTS, Puget So, SRS, and UofMO;
« ORR receives LLMW from ANL-E, BNL, FEMP, INEL, LBL, Mound, NTS, PGDP, PORTS. RM|, and WVDP; and
e SRS receives LLMW from Bettis, Charleston, KAPL, and Norfolk.
The evaluation of impacts at each of the major sites under the Preferred Aliernative provides similar results as the configurations
specified in the Site Treatment Plans. DOE realizes that the Site Treatment Plans, unless modified by the appropriate regulatory agency,

for tr

blish the requi

1t of DOE's LLMW.

< The selection of two or three regional disposal sites will be made following further consultation with regulatory agencies, State and

Tribal Governments, and other interested stakeholders.

"4 Site Treatment Plan indicates some waste may be treated onsite.
* Site Treatment Plan indicates some waste may be treated offsite at ORR.
! Site Treatment Plan indicates some waste may be treated offsite at INEL and ORR.




Table 2.3-3. Waste Management Activities Under the Preferred |
Alternative for Treatment and Disposal of LLW I

Generating T |
Site* Activity Location Receives Waste Ships Waste to |
Ames Treatment Onsite |
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site® |
ANL-E Treatment Onsite |
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site® I
Bettis Treatment Onsite I
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site® |
BNL Treatment Onsite |
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site® |
Fermi Treatment Onsite |-
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site® " I
FEMP Treatment Onsite I
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site® |
Hanford Treatment Onsite |
Disposal Onsite or offsite | Potential regional disposal site | Regional disposal siteP |
INEL Treatment Onsite |
Disposal Onsite or offsite | Potential regional disposal site | Regional disposal siteP I
KCP Treatment Onsite ]
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site® 1
KAPL Treatment Onsite I
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site® |
LBL Treatment Onsite !
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site® |
LLNL Treatment Onsite : I
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site® I
LANL Treatment Onsite i
Disposal Onsite or offsite | Potential regional disposal site | Regional disposal site® |
Mound Treamment Onsite |
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site® |
NTS Treatment Onsite I
Disposal Onsite or offsite | Potential regional disposal site | Regional disposal site® |
" IORR Treatment Onsite |
Disposal Onsite or offsite | Potential regional disposal site | Regional disposal site® |
PGDP Treatment Onsite I
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site® |
Pantex Treatment Onsite I
Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site® I
Pinellas Treatment Onsite |




Table 2.3-3. Waste Management Activities Under the Preferred
Alternative for Treatment and Disposal of LLW—Continued

Generating
Site® Activity Location Receives Waste Ships Waste to

PORTS Treaument Onsite .

Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site®
PPPL Treatment Onsite

Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site®
RFETS Treatment Onsite

Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site®
RMI Treatment Onsite

Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site®
SNL-NM Treatment Onsite

Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site®
SRS Treatment Onsite

Disposal Onsite or offsite | Potential regional disposal site | Regional disposal site?
SLAC Treatment Onsite

Disposal Offsite Regional disposal siteP
WVDP Treatment Onsite

Disposal Offsite Regional disposal site?

Note: A blank cell indicates that a site either does not receive LLW from other sites or does not ship LLW to

other sites.

3 A site is listed if it currently manages LLW or is expected to manage it in the future.
b The selection of two or three regional disposal sites will be made following further consultation with regulatory
agencies, State and Tribal governments, and other interested stakeholders.

Table 2.3-4. Waste Management Activities Under the Preferred
Alternative for Treatment and Storage of TRUW

Generating
Site® Activity Location Receives Waste Ships Waste to®
ANL-E Treatment Onsite
Storage Onsite
ETEC Treatment Onsite
Storage Onsite
Hanford Treatment Onsite
Storage Onsite
INEL Treatment Onsite RFETS
Storage Onsite RFETS
LANL Treatment Onsite Pantex, SNL-NM
Storage Onsite Pantex, SNL-NM
LBL Treatment Onsite
___Onsite




Table 2.3-4. Waste Management Activities Under the Preferred
Alternative for Treatment and Storage of TRUW—Continued

Generating
Site® Activity Location Receives Waste Ships Waste to®
LLNL Treatment Onsite
Storage Onsite
Mound Treatment Onsite
Storage Onsite
NTS Treatment Onsite
Storage Onsite
ORR® Trearment | Onsite/offsite SRS CH-TRUW to SRS
Storage Onsite/offsite SRS CH-TRUW to SRS
Pantex Treatment Offsite LANL
Storage Offsite LANL
PGDP Treatment Onsite
Storage Onsite
RFETS Treatment Onsite/offsite INEL
Storage Onsite/offsite INEL
SNL-NM Treatment Offsite LANL
Storage Offsite LANL
SRS® Treatment | Onsite/offsite ORR RH-TRUW to ORR
Storage Onsite/offsite ORR RH-TRUW to ORR
UofMO Treatment Onsite
Storage Onsite
WVDP , Treatment Onsite
Storage Onsite

Notes: CH-TRUW = contact-handled TRUW; RH-TRUW = remote-handled TRUW. A blank
cell indicates that a site either does not receive TRUW from other sites or does not ship TRUW
to other sites.

2 A site is listed if it currently manages TRUW or is expected to manage it in the future.

b Under the Preferred Alternative, ORR is a regional treatment center for RH-TRUW, and

SRS is a regional treatment center for CH-TRUW.

¢ Storage of reated TRUW pending final disposition.

Table 2.3-5. Waste Management Activities Under the Preferred
Alternative for Storage of Treated HLW

Generating Site® | Stores Waste at Receives Waste Ships Waste toP
Hanford Hanford

INEL INEL

SRS SRS

WVDP WVDP

Note: A blank cell indicates that a site either does not receive HLW from other sites or does not
ship HLW to other sites.
2 A site is listed if it currently manages HLW or is expected to manage it in the future.
b Storage pending ultimate disposition.




Table 2.3-6. Waste Management Activities Under the Preferred
Alternative for Treatment of HW

Generating Site? Treats Waste at Receives Waste Ships Waste to

ANL-E Offsite commercial facility Offsite commercial treatment facility |
Fermi Offsite commercial facility Offsite commercial treatment facility |
Hanford Offsite commercial facility Offsite commercial treatment facility ]
INEL Organic HW onsite, other HW at Offsite commercial treatment facility |
offsite commercial facility |
KCP Offsite commercial facility Offsite commercial treatment facility |
LANL Offsite commercial facility Offsite commercial treatment facility |
LLNL Offsite commercial facility Offsite commercial treatment facility |
|ORR Organic HW onsite, other HW at Offsite commercial treatment facility |
offsite commercial facility ‘ |
Pantex Offsite commercial facility Offsite commercial treatment facility |
SNL-NM Offsite commercial facility Offsite commercial treatment facility |

SRS Offsite commercial facility Offsite commercial treatment facility

Note: A blank cell indicates that a site either does not receive HW from other sites or does not ship HW to other sites.
2 Sites analyzed in the WM PEIS are those 11 sites that generated more than 90% of DOE’s HW in 1991.

Treatment of LLW: Each site with LLW would treat
its waste onsite. Each site would perform minimum
treatment on its wastes to prepare them for disposal,
although DOE would allow each of its sites the
flexibility to perform additional treatment if it would
decrease costs and requirements for transportation by
significantly reducing the volume of LLW requiring
disposal. The potential environmental impacts of all
alternatives for treatment of LLW evaluated in the
WM PEIS are small. The impacts of DOE’s preferred
alternative for LLW are identified in Regionalized
Alternative 3 as shown in Table 2.3-1, under which
the potential impacts associated with minimum treat-
ment of LLW at each site were analyzed, assuming
regionalized disposal, as discussed below.

Disposal of LLW: The Department’s preferred
alternative at this time is to send its LLW to regional
disposal sites after it is treated. After consultations
with stakeholders, the Department intends to select
two or three sites from the following six: Hanford,
INEL, LANL, NTS, ORR, and SRS.

The six sites named above are those at which DOE
already has established LLW disposal operations and,
except for NTS, each has large waste volumes for
disposal. Because these six sites would have more
than adequate capacity for the amounts of LLW the
Department will need to dispose of, there is no need
to establish additional sites. Fewer than the six sites
would provide adequate capacity at a substantially
lower overall cost. Relying on only one disposal site,
however, would require the most transportation of the
waste, with correspondingly higher traffic accident
fatalities, and would be operationally inflexible if
disposal activities were interrupted.

While all six current disposal sites remain candidates
for future disposal operations and the potential health
and environmental impacts of regionalized disposal
are small, further consideration of various factors may
affect the DOE’s site preferences. For example,
hydrological characteristics indicate that
disposal at sites with high rainfall, such as

ORR and SRS, would require mitigation
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costs that would not be needed at more arid
sites. However, a disposal configuration
that included at least one eastern site and
one western site would require less trans-
portation and produce fewer fatalities from traffic
accidents than an eastern-only or western-only config-
uration.  Preliminary cost analyses indicate that
regional disposal at ORR, LANL, and INEL may not
be as cost effective as disposal at SRS, NTS, and
Hanford.

Because of these sometimes contravening factors and
the permanence associated with disposal decisions, it
is prudent to further evaluate costs and discuss all
pertinent aspects of potential configurations with
stakeholders before identifying two or three preferred
sites for disposal. The Department will notify the
public which specific sites it prefers for disposal of
LLW by publishing a notice in the Federal Register
and by other means. DOE will not issue a Record of
Decision selecting any regional disposal sites for LLW
sooner than 30 days after publication of its preferred
sites in the Federal Register.

Treatment and Storage of TRUW: Most of the
DOE’s sites with TRUW would treat and store it
onsite. Five sites would ship TRUW to other sites for
treatment under the preferred alternative: Pantex
would ship its very small amount of TRUW to LANL
for treatment; RFETS would ship some of its TRUW
to INEL for treatment; ORR would send its CH-
TRUW to SRS for treatment; SRS would send its RH-
TRUW to ORR for treatment; and SNL-NM would
send its small amount of TRUW to LANL for treat-
ment. This preference assumes that WIPP will require
treatment to the waste acceptance criteria the Depart-
ment has proposed to EPA for this geologic reposi-
tory. DOE’s preference could change if WIPP re-
quires a different level of treatment. The Department
would store its TRUW where it is treated pending a
decision on its disposal or other disposition.

DOE’s preferred alternative is a combination of parts
of the Decentralized Alternative and several of the
Regionalized Alternatives as shown in Table 2.3-1. It
provides for cost-effective management of TRUW,
poses low potential risks to the public, and has rela-
tively small environmental impacts. DOE’s preference
is consistent with the preferred alternative identified in
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Disposal Phase Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (WIPP
SEIS-II).

Storage of HLW: The Department’s preferred
alternative at this time is to store its HLW where the
waste is treated pending a decision on its disposal or
other disposition. Because it is impractical to ship
liquid HLW for treatment, DOE had previously
decided that each of the four sites with HLW

(Hanford, INEL, SRS, and WVDP) will treat its own

waste onsite.

The potential impacts of DOE’s preferred alternative
are presented under the Decentralized Alternative for
HLW. This alternative minimizes the transportation of
treated HLW, makes use of existing storage capacity
at WVDP and SRS, and would cost less than
regionalized or centralized storage. The potential
environmental impacts of all alternatives for HLW
evaluated in the WM PEIS are small.

Treatment of HW: DOE’s preferred alternative for
HW is the No Action Alternative, which means the
Department would continue to use commercial facili-
ties to treat most of its non-wastewater HW. The
transportation and environmental impacts are low for
all of the alternatives for HW evaluated in the WM
PEIS; however, the No Action Alternative costs less
than the Decentralized or Regionalized Alternatives
for HW treatment.




3 Analysis

To evaluate the potential environmental impacts of the
alternatives, DOE first identified the characteristics,
quantity, and special requirements (e.g., handling
requirements) of each waste type. To frame the analy-
sis within reasonable bounds and to make the analyti-
cal process more manageable, DOE developed and
applied specific assumptions to the aiternatives. DOE
then determined the health risks, environmental im-
pacts, and costs of implementing each alternative for
each waste type. Figure 3.1-1 depicts this framework.

3.1 The Analytical Process

The management impacts of the five waste types were
evaluated using an analytical process with three

phases, as shown in Figure 3.1-2, for each of the
alternatives. This three-phase approach was applied in
the analysis of treatment, transportation, storage, and
disposal activities.

In Phase I, DOE made certain assumptions concern-
ing the physical, chemical, and radiological character-
istics of the waste streams and the volume of each
waste type. The physical, chemical, and radiological
characteristics of the thousands of inventoried waste
streams were aggregated into a smaller number of
waste treatability groups for each waste type
(e.g., 9 treatability groups for LLW, 23 for LLMW,
and 19 for TRUW). Generic treatment system designs
were developed for each of the treatability groups by
using currently accepted treatment technologies.

Conceptual treatment facilities were then modeled that
could process the volume of waste.

Figure 3.1-1. Waste Management System.
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Figure 3.1-2. WM PEIS Analytical Process.
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Initially the waste types were grouped into six physi-
cal categories on the basis of common engineering
criteria. DOE then used standard radiological profiles
for each site and made assumptions about the
concentrations of contaminants in each treatability
group on the basis of available data. Hazardous
constituents were assigned to the treatability groups
by using an average composition for all DOE sites.
The assumptions for both radioactive and hazardous
constituents vary by waste type assigned.

To develop conceptual facilities for the analysis, DOE
considered all types of waste management facilities
needed to process and transport each waste type and
also examined the various technologies available for
managing the specific type of waste.

The generic waste management facilities were as-
sumed to be placed at selected locations on a DOE
site—an existing waste management location or the

geographic center of the DOE site—so that actual
environmental data could be used in the analysis
(e.g., data regarding distance to receptors and pre-
vailing winds). The use of a specific location
permitted the analysis of impacts by providing actual
environmental settings for a facility; placement of
facilities at sites was done only for analysis purposes.
Decisions regarding the actual location of waste
management facilities at DOE sites will not be made
on the basis of this WM PEIS, but will be the subject
of site-specific NEPA reviews.

In Phase II, the engineering features of the conceptual
facility and the waste volumes “processed” through
the facility formed the basis for the estimates of
resources required, effluents released, and cost. In
Phase III, Environmental Impact Evaluation, the
releases, resources, and costs became the input for
evaluating health risks, environmental impacts, and
socioeconomic impacts. ‘




To conduct the analysis, DOE had to define the
“affected environment.” The affected environment is
“interpreted comprehensively to include the natural
and physical environment and the relationship of
people with that environment.” DOE described the
affected environment to establish the baseline condi-
tions at each of the major sites before evaluating the
components of the WM PEIS alternatives. The
baseline can then be compared with the level of
impacts directly related to a given alternative. Be-
cause of the national scope of this WM PEIS, DOE
not only examined specific site characteristics but also
examined broad regions of influence surrounding the
sites, as well as the interconnecting roadway and rail
corridors between sites. The WM PEIS analyzes the
environmental impacts of operating waste manage-
ment facilities for 10 years. Although the facilities
could operate for up to 30 years, DOE expects that
most of the annual impacts after 10 years of operation
would be similar to or less than those predicted by the
WM PEIS. The remainder of this section highlights
the analysis performed for each of the impact areas
considered.

3.2 Types of Impacts

Ten types of environmental impacts were evaluated in
the WM PEIS: Health Risk, Air Quality, Water
Resources, Ecological, Economic, Population,
Environmental Justice, Land Use, Infrastructure, and
Cultural Resources. Costs were also evaluated.

3.2.1 HEALTH RISKS

Health risk impacts can result from exposure to
radiation and chemicals and from physical trauma
(i.e., accidents) associated with constructing and
operating treatment and disposal facilities or trans-
porting waste. The WM PEIS evaluates risks associ-
ated with activities that occur over a 20-year period
(10 years of construction followed by 10 years of
operations).

Waste Treatability Groups

» Aqueous liquids. Primarily water with
organic content less than 1% (such as
wastewater)

e Organic liquids. Liquids and slurries with
organic content greater than 1% (such as
solvents)

» Organic and inorganic sludge and
particulates. Solid and semisolid material
other than debris (such as sludge from
treatment plants, resins, and solids less than
1-centimeter-diameter particle size)

» Soils. Contaminated soils (such as
contaminated earth requiring remediation)

o Debris. Solid material exceeding
I-centimeter-diameter particle size that is
either (1) manufactured, (2) plant or animal
matter, or (3) discarded natural or geologic
material

» Other. Special waste streams (such as
batteries, laboratory packs, reactive metals,
and toxic metals, which include mercury,
lead, and beryllium)

This basic framework analysis was used for four
waste types: LLMW, LLW, TRUW, and HW. For
purposes of the WM PEIS analysis, HLW is
assumed to have been treated (vitrified) before it
would be stored. The WM PEIS only addresses
the environmental consequences of storing and
transporting vitrified HLW.




For routine operations involving treatment,
health effects were evaluated for the offsite
population, the onsite worker population
not involved in treatment, and waste man-
agement workers directly involved in treatment. Risks
were quantified using two approaches: analysis of
population health risk impacts and analysis of individ-
ual health risk impacts.

Population health risks focus on the fotal number of
people in each population who would experience
adverse health impacts if a particular alternative is
implemented. These impacts include fatalities from
physical hazards, cancer fatalities, cancer incidences,
and genetic effects.

Individual impacts focus on the probability that the
“maximally exposed individual” (MEI) within each
receptor population would experience an adverse
health impact. These impacts include the probabilities
of a cancer fatality, cancer incidence, and genetic
effects. Because the focus is on the MEI, the risk is
presented as a probability (e.g., one-in-one-million
chance) of that individual experiencing an adverse
health impact, rather than the total number of impacts
for an affected population.

Health risks resulting from disposal were evaluated
for LLMW and LLW. The analysis considered risk to
workers handling the treated waste, risk to an onsite
“hypothetical farm family” living 300 meters from
the center of the disposal facility, and risk to a
hypothetical “intruder” into the disposal facility after
the facility has been closed. The.risks to the hypothet-
ical farm family were estimated over a 10,000-year
period because the maximum exposure would occur
in the future after the disposal unit breaks down and
potential contaminants leak into groundwater. The
10,000-year period was selected for the analysis to
maintain consistency with the “Guidelines for Radio-
logical Performance Assessment of DOE Low-Level
Radioactive Waste Disposal Sites” that existed at the
time the WM PEIS analysis was initiated. The guid-
ance for performance assessments has since been
changed; current guidance suggests that a 1,000-year
time period should be used in the performance

Maximally Exposed Individual

In keeping with standard risk assessment
metkodology, DOE analyzed the impacts to a
“maximally exposed individual.” The MEI is the
hypothetical person within the receptor group
who has the highest exposure. This individual is
assumed to be located at the point of maximum
concentration of contaminants 24 hours per day,
7 days per week, for the 10-year period of
treatment operations analyzed in the WM PEIS.

Hypothetical Farm Family and Intruder

The “hypothetical farm family” is an imaginary
Jamily assumed to live 300 meters downgradient
of the center of a waste disposal unit. The family
engages in farming activities, such as growing
and consuming its own crops and livestock, and
uses groundwater for watering the crops and
animals. This is an estimated maximum
exposure scenario taking place in the future at a
time when institutional controls no longer exist.
The scenario is analyzed to determine potential
maximum exposures from ingestion of
contaminated groundwater.

The hypothetical “intruder” is an imaginary
adult who drills a well directly through a
disposal unit to the groundwater. As a result of
the drilling, contaminated soil from within the
unit is brought to the surface, where it mixes
with the top layers of the surface soil. The
individual farms the land and eats the crops.
The intruder scenario occurs after the failure of
institutional control over the disposal facility.
This scenario is consistent with the analysis
required for disposal facilities under DOE
Order 5820.24.




assessments for waste disposal conducted to satisfy
the requirements of DOE Order 5820.2A.

In addition to risks from construction and routine
operations, health impacts from potential treatment
and storage facility accidents were also evaluated.
Data in safety analysis reports and site EISs were
used as indicators of the consequences for a range of
storage facility accidents of varying probabilities. For
LLMW, LLW, TRUW, and HW treatment, the
accident analysis focused on thermal treatment (spe-
cifically, incineration), because there is a significant
amount of incineration data available, impacts of
accidents associated with incineration are thought to
be representative of and to encompass those accidents
associated with other treatment technologies, and the
public is very interested in incineration technology.

Transporting the wastes for treatment, storage, and
disposal may affect the health of the public along the
transportation route and the truck drivers or rail
crew. Impacts evaluated included radiation exposure
during normal operations, accidents in which the
waste containers are assumed to open, exposure to
vehicle exhaust during transport, and physical injury
from vehicle accidents.

3.2.2 AIR QUALITY IMPACTS

DOE evaluated air quality impacts at each proposed
management site on the basis of estimated increases in
emissions of the six criteria air pollutants, hazardous
air pollutants (which include radionuclides), and toxic
air pollutants when applicable. Pollutant emission
estimates were made for construction and for opera-
tions and maintenance (O&M) activities of the waste
facilities.

Criteria air pollutants can be emitted from construc-
tion equipment or from vehicles that workers use to
drive to waste management facility construction sites.
Both are considered to be “mobile sources” and thus
subject to certain regulations. Criteria air pollutants
can also be emitted during operation and management
of LLMW, LLW, HW, and TRUW facilities (consid-
ered “stationary sources”) and by vehicles that are

"Analysis

driven by workers to the waste management facility
or used to transport waste (mobile sources). DOE
evaluated air quality impacts for these pollutants at
each site by comparing estimated releases for each
alternative with the allowable emission limits.

For all wastes except HLW and HW, DOE also
evaluated impacts from radionuclide emissions by
comparing the dose to the offsitt MEI with the
10-millirem-per-year standard under the National
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants.
Concentrations of hazardous or toxic air pollutants
were compared with Federal, State, or local air
quality standards and guidelines.

3.2.3 WATER RESOURCES IMPACTS

DOE analyzed the impacts on onsite water resources
from management activities. DOE evaluated the
effects on water availability from constructing and
operating waste management facilities. Increases of
greater than 1% over the current water use were
identified and the impacts analyzed.

DOE also evaluated the impacts to groundwater
quality caused by the migration of radionuclides and
chemicals that leach from disposal facilities over time.
DOE calculated concentrations of radionuclides and
hazardous components at a hypothetical well located

Major Types of Air Pollutants

Criteria Air Pollutants: carbon monoxide
(CO), sulfur dioxide (SO,), nitrogen oxide
(NO,), lead (Pb), ozone (O3), and particulate
matter less than or equal to 10 microns in
diameter (PM,;,)

Hazardous Air Pollutants: 189 hazardous
substances (including radionuclides) whose
emissions are regulated by the Clean Air Act

Toxic Air Pollutants: Other toxic compounds
regulated by EPA and State or local
governments




300 meters from the center of the disposal
facility and compared these to drinking
water standards.

3.2.4 ECOLOGICAL RESOURCES IMPACTS

DOE analyzed the effects of both construction site
clearing (to build waste management facilities) and of
airborne releases of contaminants from these facilities
on ecological resources. DOE also considered the
effects of accidental spills of waste during trans-
portation. Sites where proposed construction would
disturb more than 1% of the available management
area were identified.

Although DOE intends to use the WM PEIS as a tool
to help select sites for waste management, it will not
select the specific location for a waste management
facility at a site on the basis of this WM PEIS.
Specific locations will be selected on the basis of
subsequent sitewide or project-specific NEPA re-
views. Potential impacts to sensitive species or
habitats at particular locations within a site would be
analyzed in those reviews.

3.2.5 ECoNOMIC IMPACTS

DOE estimated the effects of expenditures for waste
management activities on the local and national
economies. Local economic effects were determined
on the basis of direct expenditures at each site for
construction, O&M, and decontamination of waste
management facilities. The region of influence (ROI),
where local effects were evaluated, consists essen-
tially of the counties of residence of site employees.
The local economy at each site was represented by
employment, personal income, and industry data for
the ROI counties. Local increases in jobs and per-
sonal income were considered to be substantial
benefits in cases where the increases were 1% or
more above the 1990 baseline. Transportation expen-
ditures were considered at the national level only.

.3.2.6 POPULATION IMPACTS

The analysis also examined the potential for the waste
management alternatives to cause the types of social

impacts that could result when any large industrial or
public works project attracts workers and their
families to an area. Potential population changes in
the ROI were estimated by using the direct labor
requirement to calculate potential worker migration
into the region.

3.2.7 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Federal agencies have been directed by Executive
Order to incorporate considerations of environmental
justice into their missions. As such, Federal agencies
are specifically directed to identify and address, as
appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse
health or environmental effects of their pro-
grams, policies, and activities on minority and low-
income populations.

To perform this assessment for the WM PEIS, DOE
used a geographic information system and Census
Bureau data at the tract level to identify minority and
low-income populations within 50 miles of the
17 major sites. Native American lands within
50 miles of any site were also identified and mapped.
DOE then reviewed the potential health risks and
environmental impacts associated with alternatives for
the five waste types. The potential inequities from the
waste management alternatives were analyzed in
terms of the proportion of minority and low-income
populations that reside within the 50-mile zone of
impact at each site. Only in cases where a specific
impact was high near a particular site would there be
a potential for disproportionately high and adverse
impacts to minority or low-income groups. Sites
where risks or environmental impacts were estimated
to be potentially high or adverse are identified.

3.2.8 LAND USE IMPACTS

DOE examined the impacts on land use that could
result from the alternatives for each waste type by
comparing the acreage required for new management
facilities with the acreage either designated for waste
operations or suitable for development at a site.
Suitable land is the total site acreage, minus the
acreage required for existing structures, known
cultural resource areas, sensitive habitats (including
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wetlands and wildlife management areas), prohibitive
topographic (surface) features, and surface waters.
Where the acreage comparison showed a 1% or
greater land requirement (of the designated or suitable
land area) for new facilities, further evaluation of
impacts was conducted. Available site development
plans were also used to identify potential conflicts
among the proposed facilities required under each
alternative and plans for future site uses.

3.2.9 INFRASTRUCTURE IMPACTS

DOE evaluated the impacts on site infrastructure by
comparing requirements for water, wastewater
treatment, and electrical power that result from
implementing the WM PEIS alternatives with existing
onsite capacities. Site transportation infrastructure and
offsite infrastructure impacts were evaluated by using
estimates of increased population resulting from the
proposed activities as an indicator of increased
demand on the community infrastructure.

Impacts were considered possible where increases in
onsite infrastructure requirements were 5% or
greater. Major impacts were considered possible
where new requirements caused system capacity to be
approached or exceeded. Therefore, any increase of
5% or greater that caused the total site use rate to
exceed 90% of available capacity, was considered to
have the potential to cause a major infrastructure
impact. ‘

Site transportation infrastructure impacts and offsite
community infrastructure impacts were evaluated
indirectly by comparing new site employment to
existing site employment as an indicator of increased
stress on site transportation systems and offsite
infrastructure. New site employment of less than 5%.
of current employment was considered likely to have
negligible or minor impacts. Site employment in-
creases from 5% to less than 15% were considered to
have the potential to cause moderate impacts, and
increases of 15% or greater were considered to have
the potential to cause major impacts.

INEL central facilities area.

Savannah River Site.
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3.2.10 CULTURAL RESOURCES
IMPACTS

Cultural resources, including prehistoric, historic,
Native American, and paleontological resources, may
be affected at sites where waste management facilities
are proposed to be built. However, the impacts of the
construction of waste management facilities on
cultural resources cannot be effectively analyzed at
the programmatic level because the extent of those
impacts depends upon their specific location at a site.
These impacts will be examined in sitewide or
project-specific NEPA reviews.

3.2.11 GEOLOGY AND SOILS IMPACTS

As indicated in Chapter 4, Affected Environment,
DOE’s review of the geology and soils at the
17 major sites indicated that it is unlikely that impacts
to these resources would affect the selection of
alternatives for any waste type. While geology and
soils are important determinants of where on a
particular site a facility could be located, such deter-
minations are not being made at the programmatic
(i.e., Departmentwide) level. Exact locations of
facilities and impacts to geology and soils will be
addressed in sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews.

3.2.12 NOISE IMPACTS

Noise from construction and operation of waste
management facilities and increased vehicle traffic
may cause adverse impacts. Noise impacts, however,
are especially dependent on the technology employed
and the siting, which the WM PEIS does not specify.
Therefore, noise impacts cannot be evaluated. Exact
locations of facilities and related noise levels will be
addressed in sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews.

3.2.13 CosTS

DOE evaluated estimated costs for building and
operating waste management facilities and for

transportation from both a life-cycle and process
perspective, using 1994 dollars.

DOE evaluated facility costs for four phases repre-
senting the life cycle of a facility and its operations
over a 20-year period: construction, preoperations,
O&M, and decontamination and decommissioning.

The only exception was HLW, which was costed by
using a two-phased life-cycle approach (construction
and O&M) for the storage facilities.

Examples of life-cycle costs include:

o Costs for preoperation activities: technology and
site adaptation, permitting, plant setup, and related
conceptual design

o Facility construction costs: building construction,
equipment purchase and installation, construction
and project management )

» Operations and maintenance costs: annual opera-
tions costs for labor and materials, equipment,
utilities, and overhead

» Decontamination and decommissioning costs:
facility decontamination and demolition, post-
closure, and environmental monitoring

For process costs, DOE also analyzed costs for
treatment, storage, and disposal activities. Treatment
costs include costs to build and operate treatment
facilities and common support facilities. For most
waste types, current storage capacity was assumed to
be sufficient, except for the No Action Alternative,
where DOE estimated the costs to build and operate
sufficient storage capacity. Disposal costs include
costs to build and operate front-end administration
and receiving facilities and the actual disposal units.
Transportation costs include the costs associated with
the movement of the waste among sites. Transporta-
tion costs were evaluated for both truck and rail
shipments.







At a Glance:

Low-Level Mixed Waste

No Action Alternative:

e Continue treatment at existing facilities
with indefinite storage.

» Does not include disposal and does not
comply with RCRA.

Decentralized Alternative:

e Treatment at all 37 sites and disposal at
16.

Four Regionalized Alternatives:

e Treatment at 11, 7, or 4 sites with
disposal at 12, 6, or 1 site(s).

Centralized Alternative:

» Treatment and disposal at one site.

Preferred Alternative:

¢ Sites with small amounts would send their
waste to Hanford, INEL, ORR, or SRS for
treatment. Eight major sites would treat
onsite. '

e Regionalized disposal at two or three sites
to be selected after consultation with
stakeholders from among the following
six sites: Hanford, INEL, NTS, LANL,
ORR, and SRS.

LLMW Data and Major Assumptions:

e 37 sites generate or store LLMW.

« DOE will need to manage an estimated 219,000
cubic meters of LLMW over the next 20 years.

e All LLMW treatment facilities would be
designed to treat waste to meet RCRA
requirements.

o New facilities would be constructed during a
10-year period; LLMW currently in inventory
and newly generated would be treated during
the 10-year period following construction of
facilities.

» Wastewater treatment would continue at every
site.

« No waste acceptance criteria were imposed on
disposal sites.

What Did We Learn From the Results?

e Risks from LLMW action alternatives are
generally low, with the greatest risks occurring
for workers from physical accidents normally
expected in any industrial activity.

e Costs range from $5.2 billion for the No Action
Alternative to $12.3 billion for the
Decentralized Alternative.

e Limits on radionuclides and hazardous
constituents as well as other waste acceptance
criteria would be required for disposal at most
sites.




4 Low-Level Mixed Waste

o LLMW contains both radioactive and
hazardous components.

« LLMW is generated, projected to be
generated, or stored at 37 DOE sites as a
result of research, development, production,
testing, and dismantlement of nuclear
weapons.

« DOE will need to manage an estimated
219,000 cubic meters of LLMW over the
next 20 years.

o DOE must select treatment and disposal
sites for LLMW.

4.1 Analysis

The challenge in managing LLMW arises from its
dual nature—it contains RCRA-classified hazardous
components (or characteristics) and is radioactive.
Because of the complex regulatory requirements
governing the management of LLMW, DOE must
define a waste management system focused on treat-
ing and disposing of LLMW and minimizing the
amount in storage.

LLMW is generated, projected to be generated, or
stored at 37 DOE sites. According to DOE estimates,
219,000 cubic meters of LLMW will need to be
managed over the next 20 years. Figure 4.1-1 pre-
sents the estimated total volume of LLMW from
waste management activities at each of the 37 sites
and illustrates its distribution across the country at the
16 major LLMW sites analyzed in the WM PEIS.
WIPP, the 17th major site, will manage only TRUW.

In addition to analyzing the impacts from treatment
and disposal, DOE analyzed the transportation im-
pacts associated with each alternative. Both truck and

rail transportation were analyzed by using routing
models following the general principle of minimizing
transportation time and shipping distance. The routes
were selected to be consistent with existing routing
practices and all applicable regulations and guidelines;
however, because the routes were determined for the
purposes of risk assessment, they do not necessarily
represent actual routes that DOE would use to trans-
port waste in the future.

4.2 Alternatives

DOE analyzed seven alternatives for CH LLMW
within the four categories of alternatives: no action,
decentralized, regionalized, and centralized. Treat-
ment and disposal activities vary by alternative and by
site. Table 4.2-1 illustrates by site where LLMW
would be treated and disposed of under each alterna-
tive.

The LLMW analysis considered treatment and dis-
posal separately, first focusing on treatment and then
using treatment residues (waste remaining after
treatment) as the input volumes for the disposal
analysis. Each alternative was developed to assess
environmental impacts, health risks, and costs associ-
ated with the range of LLMW treatment and disposal
options, and to provide input for programmatic
decisions about where to locate LLMW treatment and
disposal facilities.

Although alpha LLMW is not a concern to workers
or the public as a source of external radiation, precau-
tions must be taken when treating alpha LLMW in
order to minimize the likelihood of inhalation or
ingestion of radionuclides that emit alpha particles.
Alpha LLMW exists at 10 sites. Sites where alpha
LLMW would be treated or disposed of are indicated
in Table 4.2-1 by the alpha symbol (a).

Remote-handled waste requires special handling
facilities for treatment and disposal. Under all alterna-
tives, RH LLMW would be treated and disposed of at
the same four sites where the majority of RH LLMW
is located: Hanford, INEL, ORR, and SRS.
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& WIPP, the seventeenth major DOE site, would
manage only TRUW. Approximately 1,100 m3
of LLMW exists at other sites within the complex. <
Hanford's total volume excludes 114,600 m? of wastewater to
be generated and managed under the HLW program. ORR's
total volume excludes 16,000 m3 of pond sludge shipped for
commercial disposal.

b Updated inventories and waste generation rates are
summarized in Appendix |.

Source: DOE (1994).




Volumes at the 16 Major Sites.
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LLMW Volumes*—Continued

Total Vglumes
DOE Sites (m°)

20. Mound
21. NTS
233 0RR " %
24. PGDP
25. Pantex
26. Pearl H
27. Pinellas
28. PORTS
29. Ports Nav
30. PPPL
31. Puget So
32. RMI

33. RFETS
34. SNL-NM
35. SRS

36. UofMO
37. WVDP
Total

*Estimated LLMW volumes from waste
management activities include current inven-
tory plus 20 years of anticipated generation.
Waste volumes used for WM PEIS analysis
may vary from latest estimates. Waste
volumes at individual sites have been rounded
to one or two significant figures. Updated
inventories and waste generation rates are
summarized in Appendix I, “Update of Site-
Specific Waste Volumes for LLW, LLMW,
and TRUW.” '




The No Action Alternative provides a baseline for the
analysis by considering treatment of LLMW at sites
with facilities that are currently capable of treating
waste to meet the EPA’s hazardous waste LDRs. The
No- Action Alternative also analyzes the indefinite
storage of the waste on site at all LLMW sites. Three
sites are currently capable of treating LLMW to meet
LDRs: INEL, ORR, and SRS. Other sites may
experience impacts from the construction of expanded
storage, onsite shipping, or certification facilities
(where the waste would be examined, characterized,
and certified for shipment).

4.2.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Under this alternative, no new treatment facilities
would be built. The No Action Alternative would not
comply with RCRA because all the waste would not
be treated to meet LDRs and would be placed in
storage for an indefinite period of time rather than in
disposal facilities.

4.2.2 DECENTRALIZED ALTERNATIVE

The Decentralized Alternative considers treatment of
waste to meet RCRA requirements at all 37 LLMW
sites. For purposes of this analysis, DOE examined
the impacts from treatment at the 16 major LLMW
sites. Two of these 16 sites (BNL and SNL-NM) have
relatively small amounts of LLMW (less than
200 cubic meters). Most of the other 21 sites that are
not major sites have less than 200 cubic meters of
LLMW; therefore, DOE assumed that their health
and environmental impacts would be similar to those
seen at BNL and SNL-NM. However, costs were
calculated by using data from all 37 sites.

4.2.3 REGIONALIZED ALTERNATIVES

Consolidation of LLMW for treatment and disposal
was considered under the four LLMW regionalized
alternatives. The regionalized alternatives were

Table 4.2-1. Low-Level Mixed Waste Alternatives

——
——

Number of
Sites
Alternatives | T D |ANL-E |BNL | FEMP | Hanford | INEL JLANL |LLNL |[NTS | ORR [PGDP| Pantex | PORTS |RFETS{ SNL-NM | SRS | wvDP

No Action 3 0 S S S S TS S S S | TS S S S S S TS S
Decentralized | 37 { 16 | TD |TD | TD D TDa | TDa | TDe [TDa| TD | TD D D TDx TD TDa TD
Regionalized 1| 11 | 12 D TD TDe | TDe | TDe {Da | TD | TD TD TD TDa TDe
Regionalized 2| 7 6 TD TDa | TDa Da | TD T Ta TDa
Regionalized3 | 7 1 T Te |- T Da| T T Ta Ta
Regionalized 4| 4 6 ™D TDa | Da Da | TD TDa
Centralized 1 1 TDa

Notes: T = treatment to meet land disposal restrictions; D = disposal; § = indefinite storage. A blank indicates that a site does not treat, store, or dispose of waste under
the alternative specified. Al sites have wastewater treatment capability as needed. Remote-handled (RH) wastes would be treated and disposed on site at Hanford, INEL,
ORR, and SRS in all alternatives except No Action. RH waste is stored under No Action. Facilities with the a symbol treat or dispose of contact-handied (CH) alpha
waste in addition to non-alpha waste.




developed to include a reasonable range of
intermediate levels of consolidation for treatment and
disposal. Regionalized Alternative 1 considers
treatment of wastes at 11 sites and disposal at 12 (the
11 treatment sites and NTS). Regionalized
Alternative 2 analyzes the impacts of treatment at
seven sites with disposal at six sites. Under this
alternative, two of the treatment sites (RFETS and
PORTS) are not considered for disposal, and NTS is
considered for disposal only. Regionalized Alternative
3 analyzes the same seven treatment sites as
Regionalized Alternative 2, but it considers disposal
only at NTS. Regionalized Alternative 4 considers
treatment at four sites—Hanford, INEL, ORR, and
SRS—and disposal at six sites (the four treatment sites
plus LANL and NTS).

4.2.4 CENTRALIZED ALTERNATIVE

The Centralized Alternative considers LLMW treat-
ment and disposal at a single site within the complex,
the Hanford Site. However, other sites around the
country may experience impacts from the construc-
tion of facilities where the waste would be examined,
characterized, certified, and prepared for shipment.
The impacts of centralizing disposal at NTS were also
analyzed under Regionalized Alternative 3.

I
I
|
|
|
|
I
|
|
|

4.2.5 RATIONALE FOR TREATMENT
AND DISPOSAL ALTERNATIVES

The seven LLMW treatment alternatives were devel-
oped to cover the range of reasonable alternatives. Up
to 37 sites as illustrated in Figure 4.2-1 are available
for treatment (the centralized and decentralized
alternatives, respectively). DOE identified four
intermediate alternatives for treating LLMW at 4 to
11 sites (the regionalized alternatives). To develop the
variations of the regionalized alternatives, DOE
focused on the sites where the largest volumes of
LLMW are located. Alpha CH and all RH LLMW
would be sent to the closest facility capable of treating
those wastes. For all alternatives, DOE assumed that
some treatment capabilities would be available at
every site for initial treatment of onsite aqueous
liquids by means of techniques such as evaporation,
neutralization, precipitation, filtration, coagulation, or
limited solidification.

The regionalized alternatives consider the impacts of
consolidating treatment to meet LDRs at selected
sites. Regionalized Alternative 1 considers treatment
at 11 sites. This alternative was developed by identi-
fying the location of most of DOE’s LLMW and

looking for optimal site groupings.




Figure 4.2-1. Locations of the 37 LLMW Sites.

...................

~ Treatment Sites
M Treatment & Disposal Sites

Note: Maps display CH LLMW. RH LLMW is treated and disposed
of onsite at the Hanford site, INEL, ORR, and SRS.

Under Regionalized Alternatives 2 and 3, seven sites
are considered as potential treatment locations. DOE
chose the six sites with the highest waste volumes,
and then added LANL. Because a large volume of
TRUW at LANL may be reanalyzed and subsequently
reclassified as alpha LLMW on the basis of its radio-
nuclide concentration, the volume of LLMW at
LANL might significantly increase.

Regionalized Alternative 4 consists of the sites with
the three highest volumes (Hanford, INEL, and
ORR), as well as SRS, which is the sixth largest in
terms of volume. SRS was chosen because it has large
volumes of alpha LLMW and TRUW, some of which
eventually may be reclassified as LLMW. In addition,
an incinerator with an annual LLMW treatment
capacity of 8,200 cubic meters of LLMW is
scheduled for SRS.

In the Centralized Alternative, all LLMW would be
shipped to Hanford for treatment. Hanford currently
has the second largest volume of LLMW. However,
as Hanford’s HLW is treated, a substantial portion of
the resulting waste would become LLMW, thereby
making the Hanford Site the largest LLMW site.

Candidate disposal sites were selected to reflect the
reasonable range of alternatives. However, unlike the
treatment analysis, the disposal analysis did not
evaluate every site for disposal. Instead, 16 candidate
sites were selected as the reasonable upper limit on
the basis of screening performed by DOE in coordi-
nation with the States under the Federal Facility
Compliance Act (FFCAct). The screening applied
three exclusionary criteria to the 37 sites with
LLMW: (1) sites could not be within a designated
100-year floodplain, (2) sites could not be located




within 61 meters of a seismic fault, and (3) sites had
to have sufficient area for a 100-meter buffer zone
between the disposal facility and the site boundary.
Sites were also removed for other technical and
practical reasons.

The Decentralized Alternative looked at disposal at all
16 candidate sites, and the Centralized Alternative
looked at disposal at one sitt—Hanford. Hanford was
analyzed because it is expected to have the largest
volume of LLMW.

DOE analyzed two of the intermediate alterna-
tives—disposal at 12 sites and at 6 sites—as region-
alized alternatives. To define these regionalized
alternatives, DOE selected the 11 sites with the
largest volume of LLMW and added NTS because it
has an LLMW disposal facility with a pending per-
mit. The alternative defined for LLMW disposal
included the six sites with currently operating LLW
disposal facilities—Hanford, INEL, LANL, NTS,
ORR, and SRS. NTS was considered as the single
disposal site in Regionalized Alternative 3 to provide
a comparison and an alternative to the single disposal
location selected under the Centralized Alternative.

4.3 Impacts of Managing LLMW

Although some factors, such as cost, exhibited clear
trends across the LLMW alternatives, most did not.
Rather, the analysis of the impacts revealed sensitivi-
ties at particular sites regardless of the alternative.

When reviewing the impacts and cost identified for
the No Action Alternative, it is important to realize
that the results for indefinite storage are based on the
initial 20 years of that indefinite period. This is
consistent with the period of analysis for the other
alternatives; however, the analysis of the No Action
Alternative does not present the expected impacts
from storage beyond this 20-year time frame. The
longer-term storage impacts and costs are likely to
exceed those for the first 20 years, not only as a
result of routine indefinite storage operations, but also
from degradation of facilities and containers. This
differs from the effects predicted for the action

alternatives for management of the 20-year forecast of
LLMW, where direct risks to workers and the offsite
population, and other impacts and costs, are greatly
reduced following disposal. The No Action Alterna-
tive does not reduce or avoid impacts and costs;
rather, it extends impacts and costs for an indefinite
period of time. '

The following discussion focuses on the impact areas
that would be affected by the management of LLMW
under the WM PEIS alternatives, identifying trends
when appropriate and highlighting noteworthy find-
ings at particular sites.

4.3.1 HEALTH RISKS

Risks at sites treating or disposing of LLMW are
principally to workers involved in managing LLMW,
rather than to noninvolved workers or the public,
primarily as a result of physical hazards associated
with industrial operations (see Table 4.3-1). As the
number of treatment and disposal sites decreases,

Toxic Substances Control Act incinerator at ORR treats LLMW

and PCB-contaminated wastes.




46 Table 4.3-1. Some of the Projected Risks to Workers
. and the Public From Managing LLMW
Number | Treatment Disposal
of Sites Worker | Treatment Offsite Worker | Disposal Truck?
Physical Worker | Population | Physical | Worker Truck® Non- Rail Rail Non-
Hazard Cancer Cancer Hazard Cancer Radiation | Radiation | Radiation | Radiation
Alternative T D Fatalities | Fatalities Fatalities | Fatalities | Fatalities | Fatalities | Fatalities | Fatalities | Fatalities
No Action® 3] - 2 1 * NA NA NA NA NA NA
Decentralized 37116 4 1 * * 1 * * * .
Regionalized 1 11 12 4 1 > * 1 * * * *
Regionalized 2 7 6 3 1 * * 1 * hd . *
Regionalized 3 7 1 3 1 * * > * 1 * *
Regionalized 4 4 6 3 1 * * 1 * * * *
Centralized 1 1 3 1 * * * he 1 * *

Notes: T = treatment; D= disposal; * = greater than O but less than 0.5; NA = not applicable.

3 Fatalities are from radiation-induced cancer.

® Greatest number of fatalities are from physical hazards such as traffic accidents that occur within a 10-year analysis period.
¢ Trearment results under the No Action Alternative include the risks from only the first 20 years of indefinite storage of LLMW.

facilities at the remaining sites become larger and the
number of total physical injuries decreases, reflecting
an economy of scale due to fewer total workers.
There are no notable national trends for offsite
population risks from treatment; however, some sites
could require alternate organic treatment technologies
to minimize risks from thermal treatment of LLMW
containing tritium. Under the No Action Alternative,
treated waste would be stored indefinitely, with
relatively large, potentially adverse consequences.

For disposal, concentrations of some radionuclides
and chemicals in the groundwater near disposal
facilities could exceed applicable standards at several
sites. This would occur in the absence of waste
acceptance criteria and other controls, thereby
demonstrating the need for performance-based waste
acceptance criteria if the sites were selected to
manage LLMW. Pretreatment of chemicals and
careful management of radionuclide concentrations
and waste forms may be required to assure acceptable
water quality and to reduce possible human
exposures. Intruder risks (see text box, page 32) are
generally higher at sites where the waste would have
both high radioactivity and long-lived radionuclides.
Intruder radiation exposure risks generally decrease

with time, reflecting the decay of short-lived
radionuclides. Treatment facility accident risks were
low under all alternatives, with no sites experiencing
cancer fatalities equal to or greater than one in the
exposed worker or offsite populations over the
10-year period analyzed. Transportation risks were
also low under all alternatives, reflecting relatively
low transportation requirements. Table 4.3-1 presents
projections of some risks for the LLMW alternatives.

4.3.2 AIR QUALITY IMPACTS

The management of LLMW would not cause air
quality standards to be approached or exceeded at
most sites. However, centralization of treatment at
Hanford and disposal at NTS could cause adverse air
quality impacts requiring special emission control
measures for criteria air pollutants. Vehicular
emissions during construction at RFETS could
require additional control measures to reduce
emissions to acceptable levels if waste at these sites
were stored, treated, or disposed of on site.
Emissions of hazardous air pollutants, including
radionuclides, were estimated to be below the
applicabie standards at every site.




4.3.3 WATER RESOURCES IMPACTS

Impacts to water availability tend to decrease as the
LLMW management facilities are centralized. Major
impacts on water availability from increased use at
the sites are unlikely, although there is the potential
for adverse impacts at LLNL Site-300, under all
alternatives analyzed.

4.3.4 ECONOMIC AND POPULATION IMPACTS

Nationwide, the largest economic benefits resulting
from LLMW management would occur under the
Decentralized Alternative and generally decrease as
the alternatives become more centralized. The
greatest economic benefit at any site occurs when
LLMW is managed at that site. The greatest number
of new jobs created by LLMW management would
occur in the region containing Hanford under the
Centralized Alternative and in the region containing
INEL under Regionalized Alternative 4. The national
economy would not be affected by total project
expenditures for the construction, operation, or
transportation associated with any of the LLMW
alternatives. No region would experience a population
increase of 1% or greater.

4.3.5 INFRASTRUCTURE IMPACTS

Although no offsite ‘infrastructure impacts are
expected to occur, proposed LLMW activities would
affect the onsite infrastructure at 14 sites. Nine sites
would experience increased requirements for water,
wastewater treatment, or electrical power of 5% or
more of current system capacity. The greatest
increases would occur at RFETS under the Decentral-
ized Alternative and Regionalized Alternative 1 and
at Hanford under the Centralized Alternative, when
waste is consolidated for treatment and disposal at
these sites. Construction of additional storage under
the No Action Alternative would also impact RFETS
and INEL. However, only the projected volume of

wastewater at Hanford (under the Centralized -

Alternative) is estimated to exceed the existing
treatment capacity. Onsite transportation infra-
structure would be affected at 12 sites because of site
employment increases of 5% or more above current
levels.

4.3.6 COSTS

Costs decrease as the number of treatment and
disposal sites decreases, ranging from $12.3 billion
under the Decentralized Alternative to $5.2 billion
under the No Action Alternative. Transportation costs
are much lower than facility costs, making shipment
to facilities at another site generally less expensive
than building a new facility at that site. Table 4.3-2
provides the estimated cost to manage LLMW for
each of the LLMW alternatives over the next
20 years.

4.3.7 ECOLOGICAL RESOURCES,
ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE, LAND USE,
AND CULTURAL RESOURCES IMPACTS

The WM PEIS analysis did not reveal significant
differences among the alternatives in these four
impact areas, nor did it reveal any major impacts
under any alternative. However, impacts to ecological
and cultural resources depend to some degree on the
treatment and disposal technologies selected and their
location at each site and would be evaluated in site- or
project-specific NEPA reviews. An assessment of
potential environmental justice concerns from
management of LLMW indicated that minority and
low-income populations near the LLMW sites would
not experience disproportionately high and adverse
health risks or environmental impacts under any of
the LLMW alternatives. Land use is not a good
criterion .for differentiating among alternatives
because the alternatives do not use much land when
compared with the amount available at every site.




Table 4.3-2. LLMW Estimated Life-Cycle
Costs (Billions of 1994 Dollars)

e ————
Number of
Sites Total Transportation Costs
(Including Truck

Alternative T D Transport) Truck Rail
No Action® 0 5.2 0 0
Decentralized 37 16 i 12.3 ) 0.001 0.0007
| Regionalized 1 11 12 S 10 0.004 0.002
| Regionalized 2 7 6 5 0.02 0.005
| Regionalized 3 7 1 B - 0.06 0.02
| Regionalized 4 s |6 I cgar= ) 0.006 0.005
Centralized 1 1 | SRR 2 e e 0.03

Notes: T = treatment; D = disposal.
2 Costs under the No Action Alternative include those from only the first 20 years of |
indefinite storage. !







At a Glance:
Low-Level Waste

No Action Alternative:

e Disposal at six sites under current
arrangements. Sites use existing
treatment facilities.

Decentralized Alternative:

o Disposal at 16 sites. A minimum level of
treatment at each site is assumed.

Seven Regionalized Alternatives:

» Disposal at 12, 6, or 2 sites. In three
alternatives, treatment to reduce volumes
is also assumed, with treatment at 11, 7,
or 4 regional sites.

Five Centralized Alternatives:

« Disposal at one site (either Hanford or
NTS). In three alternatives, treatment to
reduce volumes is also assumed.

Preferred Alternative:

o Each site would conduct minimum
treatment onsite.

« Regional disposal at two or three sites to
be selected after consultations with
stakeholders from among the following
six sites: Hanford, INEL, LANL, NTS,
ORR, and SRS.

LLW Data and Major Assumptions:

LLW is currently generated, projected to be
generated, or stored at 27 DOE sites.

DOE will need to manage 1.5 million cubic
meters of LLW over the next 20 years.

New facilities would be constructed during a
10-year period; LLW currently in inventory
and newly generated would be treated
during the 10-year period following
construction.

Wastewater treatment would continue at
every site.

No waste acceptance criteria were imposed
on disposal sites.

What Did We Learn from the Results?

At a national level, costs, risks, and impacts
would be greater for volume reduction than
for minimum treatment.

Centralized disposal would result in trans-
portation of large amounts of waste with
commensurately greater risk of both traffic
accidents and radiation exposure. Rail
transport has slightly lower risks than truck
transport.

Costs decrease as the number of treatment
and disposal sites decreases.

Radionuclide limits would be required for
disposal at some sites.




5 Low-Level Waste

e LLW is material that is not classified as high-
level waste, transuranic waste, spent nuclear
fuel, or byproduct tailings.

« DOE will need to manage an estimated
1.5 million cubic meters of LLW over the
next 20 years.

o LLW is currently generated, anticipated 10 be
generated, or stored at 27 DOE sites as a
result of nuclear weapons production and
dismantlement, reactor operations, and
research.

o DOE must select treatment and disposal sites
for LLW.

5.1 Analysis

The character of the waste is as important as waste
volume in determining the potential impacts resulting
from LLW management. LLW can contain many
different radionuclides in many combinations and can
exist in many forms, ranging from dilute liquids to
activated metal equipment.

Approximately 1.5 million cubic meters of LLW is
generated, anticipated to be generated, or stored at
27 DOE sites. Although 27 sites manage LLW, seven
sites generate more than 80% of it—Hanford, INEL,
LANL, ORR, PGDP, PORTS, and SRS.
Figure 5.1-1 presents the total estimated volumes at
all 27 sites. The distribution of LLW at the 16 major
sites is illustrated by the bar chart and map.

DOE also has responsibility for two other types of
LLW: commercially generated greater-than-Class-C
(GTCC) waste and special-case waste. GTCC LLW

is so named because it is more highly radioactive than
Class C waste according to a classification system
developed by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion; GTCC LLW is not suitable for near-surface
disposal and will likely need to be disposed of in a
geologic repository. Additionally, within the LLW (as
well as LLMW and TRUW) category, there are
wastes whose characteristics require special consider-
ations and different management from that of most
LLW. These wastes are special-case wastes. As
detailed analyses are conducted, management plans
for each waste stream would be established. These
analyses could determine that some LLW streams
currently managed as special cases meet the waste

“acceptance criteria for a disposal facility, and these

waste streams would no longer be considered special
case notwithstanding their earlier designation. Be-
cause programs for management of special-case and
GTCC LLW have not been fully defined, these LLW
groups are excluded from the WM PEIS analysis and
will be addressed in separate NEPA reviews or in a
supplement to the WM PEIS.




LLW Volumes
Total Vglumes
DOE Sites (m°)
1. Ames 110 Figure 5.1-1. LLW Total
2. ANL-E 6,700
3. Bettis peen e 12,000
4. BNL Sobaesni L 5,600 , Current Inventory + 20 Years
5. Fermi 1,500 600+
6. FEMP 0
500

7. Hanford C 89,000
8. INEL . 105,000 __400-

[7:]
9. KCP 23 g
10. KAPL 19,000 3 %007

£

=
11. LBL = - 1,300 ~ 200 150,000
122LLNL | . " 3,600
13. LANL . 150,000

Hanford LLNL NTS INEL RFETS LANL SNL-NM Pantex

= N

j

* WIPP, the seventeenth major DOE site,
would manage only TRUW.

b Updated inventories and waste generation
rates are summarized in Appendix |.




Volumes at the 16 Major Sites.

Generation (in cubic meters)a.b
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LLW Volumes* (Continued)

Total Volumes
DOE Sites

14. Mound
15. NTS
16. ORR
17. PGDP
18. Pantex
19. Pinellas
20. PORTS
21. PPPL
22. RMI
23. RFETS
24. SNL-NM
25. SRS
26. SLAC
27. WVDP
Total

*Estimated LLW volumes from waste man-
agement activities include current inventory
plus 20 years of anticipated generation. Waste
volumes used in the WM PEIS analysis may
vary from latest site estimates.

**pdated inventories and waste generation
rates are summarized in Appendix I, “Update
of Site-Specific Waste Volumes for LLW,
LLMW, and TRUW.”




DOE evaluated two treatment strategies for

LLW:

Minimum Treatment, defined as the least amount
of treatment required prior to either onsite disposal
or transport to another site for disposal. Minimum
treatment includes solidification of liquids and
fines (powdered material) and packaging.

Volume Reduction, which reduces the overall
volume of LLW by means of a variety of treat-
ment techniques. Volume reduction can be
achieved with several technologies, including
thermal destruction, compaction or supercompac-
tion, size reduction, evaporation and concentra-
tion. For disposal, DOE evaluated the impacts

LLW in 270-liter, square cement-filled drums to be stored
in specially designed aboveground vaults.

associated with both shallow land burial and engi-
neered disposal facilities.

DOE analyzed transportation impacts associated with
each alternative. Both truck and rail transportation
were analyzed by using routing models that incorpo-
rate general principles of minimizing distance and
transportation time. The routes were selected to be
consistent with existing practices and all applicable
regulations and guidelines; however, because the
routes were determined for the purposes of risk
assessment, they do not necessarily represent actual
routes that DOE would use to transport waste in the
future.

5.2 Alternatives

The WM PEIS considers 14 alternatives for treatment
and disposal of LLW within the four categories of
alternatives: No Action, Decentralized, Regionalized,
and Centralized. Treatment and disposal activities
vary by alternative and by site. Each of the
14 alternatives was developed in order to estimate
health risks, environmental impacts, and costs associ-
ated with the range of treatment and disposal options
available to DOE and to provide information for
decisions about where to locate LLW treatment and
disposal facilities. Table 5.2-1 shows the sites where
LLW would be treated and disposed of under each
alternative.

5.2.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The No Action Alternative provides a baseline for the
analysis that approximates the current DOE program.
Under the No Action Alternative, LLW would be
treated at existing facilities and shipped to one of six
DOE disposal sites. Today, most DOE LLW disposal
occurs at NTS and Hanford. The six sites now
operating have sufficient designated area for the
proposed LLW disposal; thus, no new sites would be
necessary.




5.2.2 DECENTRALIZED ALTERNATIVE

The Decentralized Alternative considers disposal of
LLW at 16 sites following its minimum treatment at
all 27 sites with LLW.

5.2.3 REGIONALIZED ALTERNATIVES

Regionalized Alternative 1 considers disposal at
12 sites, after minimum treatment at all sites.
Regionalized Alternative 2 analyzes the impacts

resulting from disposal at the same 12 sites after
volume reduction at 11 of these sites. In addition to
the Decentralized Alternative, Regionalized Alterna-
tives 1 and 2 are the only alternatives that propose
disposal at FEMP, LLNL, Pantex, and PGDP.

The remainder of the regionalized alternatives
(Regionalized Alternatives 3 through 7) consolidate
most LLW treatment and disposal at eight sites:
Hanford, INEL, LANL, NTS, ORR, PORTS,
RFETS, and SRS. Although the sites are the same for

Table 5.2-1. Low-Level Waste Alternatives

Number of
Sites
SNL- )
Alternative T D | ANL-E | BNL | FEMP | Hanford | INEL LLNL| NTS | ORR |PGDP| Pantex | PORTS |RFETS| NM |SRS | WVDP|
No Action 10* 6 D TD T D TD T T Tb
Decentralized 16 D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D
Regionalized 1 12 D D D D D D D D D D D
Regionalized 2 11 12 TD D TD TD D TD | TD TD D TD TD
Regionalized 3 6 D D D D D
Regionalized 4 7 6 TD TD D TD T T TD
Regionalized 5 4 6 D TD D TD TD
Regionalized 6 2 D D
Regionalized 7 2 D D
Centralized 1 1 : D
Centralized 2 1 D
Centralized 3 7 1 TD T T T T T
Centralized 4 7 1 T T D T T T T
Centralized 5 1 1 TD

Notes: T = treat. “Treat” in the context of LLW means volume reduction by means of thermal organic destruction, size reduction, and compaction followed
by solidification. Sites carry out “minimum treatment” under all alternatives, which consists of solidification of liquids and “fines™ (powdered material),
packaging, and shipment. D = Dispose. Each of the 6-site disposal cases uses the same sites; each of the 12-site disposal cases uses the same 12 sites. A
blank indicates that neither treatment nor disposal is proposed for this site under the alternative specified.

*Ten sites use existing facilities for volume reduction. Three sites (LBL, RMI, and Mound) not listed as major sites above include volume reduction facilities.




most of the regionalized alternatives,
impacts at the sites vary because of the use
of different treatment technologies and
volumes of waste received from other sites. For
example, Regionalized Alternatives 3 and 4 would
dispose of waste at the same six sites. However,
under Regionalized Alternative 3, DOE would
conduct only minimum treatment before disposal,
whereas under Regionalized Alternative 4, DOE
would use volume reduction techniques in addition to
minimum treatment prior to disposal. Because
PORTS and RFETS would become waste
consolidation sites for volume reduction before
disposal under Regionalized Alternative 4, they would
have a greater potential to impact the environment
than they would under the minimum treatment
proposed in Regionalized Alternative 3, although both
alternatives propose the same six sites for disposal.

Regionalized Alternative 5 considers volume reduc-
tion at four sites and disposal at six, compared with
volume reduction at seven sites under Regionalized
Alternative 4. Regionalized Alternatives 6 and 7 each
consider disposal at two sites after minimum treat-
ment: Hanford and SRS under Regionalized Alterna-
tive 6, and NTS and SRS under Regionalized Alterna-
tive 7.

5.2.4 CENTRALIZED ALTERNATIVES

DOE analyzed disposal at one site under the
centralized alternatives. Five alternatives were consid-
ered. Centralized Alternatives 1 and 2 would dispose
of LLW at Hanford and NTS, respectively, after
minimum at all DOE sites. Centralized Alternative 3
evaluates disposal at Hanford after volume reduction
treatment at seven sites. In Centralized Alternative 4,
NTS would be the single disposal site after volume
reduction at the same seven sites considered under
Centralized Alternative 3. Centralized Alternative 5
considers both the consolidation of LLW for volume
reduction and disposal at Hanford.

NTS disposal facility.

5.2.5 RATIONALE FOR DEFINING
TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL ALTERNATIVES

DOE generally identified sites as candidates for
locating LLW treatment facilities if the sites had large
volumes of LLW. In addition, the alternatives were
formulated to consolidate LLW for treatment and
disposal at locations that minimized transportation by
shipping to the closest available treatment or disposal
site. DOE used the same treatment (volume reduction)
and disposal locations for LLW as those identified for
the LLMW alternatives in Chapter 6 of Volume 1.

The number of disposal sites considered covers a
reasonable range of sites—from 1 to 16. The 16
candidates are those also under consideration for
LLMW.

5.3 Impacts of Managing LLW

Some impacts illustrated clear trends across the
alternatives; others reveal sensitivities at particular
sites regardless of the alternative. The following
discussion focuses on the impacts that would be
affected by the management of LLW under the
alternatives, identifying trends when appropriate and
highlighting noteworthy findings at particular sites.




5.3.1 HEALTH RISKS

The greatest risk posed by the management of LLW
is to workers involved in management activities,
primarily as a result of physical hazards. Radiation
exposure risks to noninvolved workers and the public
are a function of the treatment technology and site
characteristics. The highest risks to the public are
projected to occur as a result of volume reduction
treatment of tritium-contaminated waste at FEMP,
Hanford, LLNL, ORR, and PORTS. The greatest
potential consequences for facility accidents would
occur at sites treating waste with higher concentra-
tions of radionuclides; only LLNL, LANL and
Hanford, however, have estimates of potential fatali-
ties exceeding one under any alternative. Concen-

trations of radionuclides

in the groundwater

near disposal facilities might exceed applicable
standards at several sites in the absence of waste
acceptance criteria and other controls; accordingly,
DOE would need to implement performance-based
waste acceptance criteria at those sites if they were
selected. Management of radionuclide concentrations
and waste forms could be required to assure accept-
able water quality and acceptable human health risks.
Transportation risks from both traffic accidents and
radiation exposure are estimated to be greatest under
the centralized alternatives, which involve the largest
number of vehicle miles traveled. Travel by rail
rather than truck for bulk shipments could reduce
transportation risk. Table 5.3-1 presents selected
estimates of the risks of LLW management.

Table 5.3-1. Some of the Projected Risks to Workers and the Public From Managing LLW

Number of | Treatment Disposal > B
Sites Worker Treatment Offsite Worker Disposal
Physical Worker Population { Physical Worker Truck® Truck® Non-
Hazard Cancer Cancer Hazard Cancer Radiation Radiation
Alternative T D Fatalities Fatalities Fatalities | Fatalities | Fatalities | Fatalities Fatalities

No Action 10° 6 3 1 * 4 3 5 12
Decentralized 16 2 1 . 6 2 * e
Regionalized 1 12 2 1 * 6 3 * 1 . Bt RS S
Regiomalized2 | 11 | 12 Jilsasisy 1 1 4 2 * 1 e e g
Regionalized 3 I * 5 R 10 2 3 .
Regionalized 4 7 * 4 2 2 3 T
Regionalized 5 4 . 4 2 2 4 -
Regionalized 6 * 6 2 4 10 1
Regionalized 7 . 6 . 4 10 P
Centralized 1 * 1 3 16 37 S I
Centralized 2 * 1 R R 15 3s 2
Centralized 3 7 * 1 2 15 35 2-
Centralized 4 7 1 1 * . 2 14 37 2
Centralized 5 1 1 4 2 * 1 2 15 37 2

Notes: T = treat; D = dispose; * = greater than O but less than 1. “Treat” in the context of LLW means volume reduction by means of thermat
organic destruction, size reduction, and compaction followed by solidification. All sites do “minimum treatment” under all alternatives, which
consists of solidification of liquids and “fines” (powdered material), packaging, and shipment.

2 Faalities are from radiation-induced cancer.

b Greatest number of fatalities are from physical hazards such as traffic accidents that occur within the 10-year analysis period (20-year analysis period for No

Action).

< Ten sites use existing facilities for volume reduction. Three sites (LBL, Mound, and RMI) not listed as major sites above, also have volume reduction

facilities.



5.3.2 AIR QUALITY IMPACTS

The management of LLW would not cause
the air quality standards to be approached or exceeded
at most sites. However, decentralized treatment and
disposal at BNL or centralized disposal at NTS could
cause adverse air quality impacts (from construction
equipment and vehicular emissions), thereby
requiring additional control measures for criteria
pollutants. Emissions of radionuclides were estimated
to be below the applicable standards at every site.

5.3.3 WATER RESOURCES IMPACTS

Major impacts to water availability from increased
water use at the sites are unlikely, although there is
the potential for adverse impacts at LLNL Site-300
and the WVDP. Potential water quality effects from
disposal are discussed in Section 5.3.1.

5.3.4 ECONOMIC AND POPULATION IMPACTS

Total jobs in the regional economies for waste
management activities could exceed 1% of the
regional baseline at six of the 16 major sites under

Integration of remote sensing and computer technology is used for nonintrusive

characterization of waste sites.

one or more alternatives, with the largest proportion
at Hanford (approximately 3.3%) under Centralized
Alternative 5. None of the alternatives would affect
the national economy. Regions surrounding five sites
would experience population increases exceeding 1%,
with the largest being the region surrounding INEL
with a 3% increase under Regionalized Alternative 5.

5.3.5 INFRASTRUCTURE IMPACTS

Although proposed activities would affect the onsite
infrastructure at 13 of the major sites, no
infrastructure impacts are expected offsite. New
requirements for wastewater treatment or electrical
power for proposed LLW facilities would equal or
exceed 5% of current system capacity at seven sites.
The most significant increases would be at the WVDP
under the Decentralized Alternative, at INEL under
Regionalized Alternative 5 when volume reduction

and disposal are consolidated at that site, and at

Hanford (centralized alternatives). However, only
Hanford and the WVDP would approach or exceed
system capacity. Twelve sites would have site
employment increases of 5% or more of current site
employment during construction, which could lead to
traffic increases that would affect the onsite
transportation infrastructure.

5.3.6 CosTS

Costs decrease as the numbers of treatment and
disposal sites decrease, ranging from approximately
$16.8 to $11.1 billion for minimum treatment, and
$19.8 to $15.3 billion for volume reduction. The
increased cost of volume reduction more than offsets
the cost savings from reducing the volume of waste
disposed of. Transportation costs are substantially
lower than facility costs, making shipment to
available facilities at another site generally less
expensive than building new onsite facilities.
Table 5.3-2 provides the estimated costs to manage
LLW under each of the WM PEIS alternatives over
the 20-year analysis period.




Table 5.3-2. LLW Estimated
Life-Cycle Costs
(Billions of 1994 Dollars)

Number of] Transport
Sites Total Costs
(Including Truck

Alternatives | T | D Transportation) | Truck | Rail
No Action 10%| 6 18.1 007 | 014
Decentralized 16 16.8 0.05 | 0.02
Regionalized 1 12 164 0.06 | 0.02
Regionalized2 | 11| 12 195 - | 006 | 0.02
Regionalized 3 6 149 ] 023 | 0.07
Regionali;ed 4 7 6 19.8 ‘ » . 0.22 | 0.07
Regionalized 5 4 6 19.7‘ 0.34 0.08
Regionalized 6 2 13.0 0.65 | 0.17
Regionalized 7 2 139 0.67 | 0.18
Centralized 1 1 122 246 | 0.44
.Cemralized 2 1 i1.1 1 225 0.43
Cenmalized3 | 7| 1 |~ 182 234 | 043
Centralized 4 7 1 17.3 2.15 0.43
Centralized 5 1 1 15.3 ] 245 } 043

Notes: T = treat; D = dispose. “Treat” in the context of LLW means
volume reduction by means of thermal organic destruction, size
reduction, or compaction followed by solidification. All sites do
“minimum treatment” under all alternatives, which consists of
solidification of liquids and “fines” (powdered material), packaging,
and shipment. Each of the 6-site disposal alternatives uses the same
sites; each of the 12-site disposal alternatives uses the same 12 sites.

* Ten sites use existing facilities for volume reduction. Three sites
(LBL, Mound, and RMI) not listed as major sites above include volume
reduction facilities.

5.3.7 ECOLOGICAL RESOURCES,
ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE, LAND USE,
AND CULTURAL RESOURCES IMPACTS

The WM PEIS did not reveal significant differences
among the alternatives in these four impact areas, nor
did it reveal any major impacts under any alternative.
However, impacts to ecological and cultural resources
depend to a large degree on the technologies and the
location of waste management activities at each site
and would be evaluated after sites have been selected
for LLW management. Assessment of potential
environmental justice concerns from management of
LLW indicated that, with the exception of low-income
populations at PORTS, minority and low-income
populations near the LLW sites would not experience
disproportionately high and adverse health risks or
environmental impacts under any of the LLW
alternatives. Land use is not a good criterion for
differentiating among alternatives because the
alternatives do not use much land when compared
with the amount available at each site.




At a Glance:

Transuranic Waste

No Action Alternative:

* Continue storage in existing facilities.

Decentralized Alternative:

»  Sites with small amounts would transport to
10 largest sites for storage until disposal at
WIPP.

Three Regionalized Alternatives:

¢ Contact-handled TRUW would be treated at
three or five sites and remote-handled
TRUW would be treated at two sites, and
then transported to WIPP for disposal.

* Two levels of treatment are evaluated. One
alternative examines treatment to an
intermediate level and two to more stringent
levels to meet RCRA land disposal
restrictions (LDRs).

Centralized Alternative:

* Contact-handled TRUW would be
transported to WIPP for treatment to meet
LDRs and for disposal. Remote-handled
TRUW would.be transported to ORR and
Hanford for treatment to meet LDRs and
then to WIPP for disposal.

Preferred Alternative:

e  Nine major sites would treat and store their
own waste onsite.

o Regional treatment and storage at INEL,
ORR, and SRS.

TRUW Data and Major Assumptions:

¢ TRUW is managed, or may be managed in the |
future, at 17 DOE sites, including WIPP. |

» DOE will need to manage approximately |
132,000 cubic meters of TRUW over the next |

20 years. I

|

e All TRUW is assumed to be mixed waste.

¢ For the transportation analysis, WIPP is
assumed to be the geologic repository.

o Disposal impacts were not evaluated.

» New facilities would be constructed during a
10-year period; waste in storage and newly
generated waste would be treated during the
10 years following construction.

o Characterization facilities would be constructed |
at each site before shipment. |

What Did We Learn From the Results?

Transportation risks and costs were roughly equivalent @l
for all alternatives involving shipment to WIPP. |




6 Transuranic Waste

o TRUW is generated during weapons and
other research and development, nuclear
weapons production and dismantlement, and
fuel reprocessing. It contains elements with
atomic numbers greater than that of
uranium, which has an atomic number of
92.

o DOE will need to manage approximately
132,000 cubic meters of TRUW over the next
20 years.

o TRUW is managed, or may be managed in
the future, at 13 of the major sites and at
four other sites.

» Although approximately 60% of TRUW
contains both radioactive and hazardous
components, DOE assumes that all TRUW is
mixed waste for purposes of the WM PEIS
analysis.

o DOE must select sites for the treatment and
storage of TRUW.

6.1 Analysis

Transuranic waste is waste containing more than
100 nanocuries of alpha-emitting transuranic isotopes,
per gram of waste, with half-lives greater than
20 years, except for (a) high-level radioactive waste;
(b) waste that the Secretary has determined, with
concurrence of the Administrator, does not need the
degree of isolation required by the disposal
regulations; or (c) waste that NRC has approved for
disposal on a case-by-case basis in accordance with
10 CFR Part 61. The radioactive nuclides in TRUW
emit alpha radiation, which can be contained by
minimal shielding but can severely damage lung
tissue if inhaled. TRUW requires long-term isolation
from the environment. It is produced during research

TRUPACT-II demonstration containers show how
transuranic wastes will be shipped.

and development, nuclear weapons production, and
fuel reprocessing. TRUW contains traces of
plutonium, neptunium, americium, curium, and
californium. For the purpose of analysis, DOE
assumed that all TRUW is mixed waste (containing
both radioactive and hazardous components), subject
to both radioactive and hazardous waste regulations.

The radiological profiles at each site were assigned
uniformly to each waste stream on the basis of the
volume of the waste stream at the site. These
radiological profiles identify the radionuclides likely
to be encountered on the basis of a knowledge of the
process that generates the waste and some limited
sampling of stored TRUW. These profiles ultimately
determine risk and impacts. TRUW is also
categorized as either CH or RH. DOE analyzed CH
and RH TRUW separately in the WM PEIS to
account for their different handling and treatment
requirements.

DOE plans to dispose of its TRUW generated by
defense activities (and retrievably stored since 1970)
at a geologic repository called WIPP, located near
Carlsbad, New Mexico. TRUW generated and
managed before 1970 is being addressed as part of

DOE’s environmental restoration program.

Disposal of TRUW cannot begin until DOE



meets a series of regulatory requirements

imposed under the Waste Isolation Pilot

Plant Land Withdrawal Act. Before
shipment for disposal, all TRUW will be required to
meet waste acceptance criteria (WAC) that will be
established by DOE in consultation with EPA and the
State of New Mexico. The WAC for WIPP are not
yet final, and treatment (such as reducing the potential
for gas generation in the repository) could be required
to dispose of waste at WIPP.

Table 6.1-1 lists the 13 major sites that have or are
expected to generate or manage TRUW. Four other
sites, ETEC, LBL, Mound, and UofMo, also have
TRUW. The environmental impacts and costs for
each waste management alternative considered in the
WM PEIS were fully evaluated for all TRUW sites
except ETEC, LBL, Mound, SNL-NM, UofMO, and
WVDP. For these six sites, the volumes of TRUW
were included in the estimated waste volumes for
treatment or storage at regionalized or centralized
facilities, but impacts were not analyzed because
volumes were small. Since publication of the Draft
WM PEIS, DOE issued updated information on
TRUW volumes. Appendix I of the Final WM PEIS
addresses how more recent TRUW data may affect
the alternatives in the WM PEIS. Part of this more
recent information is the addition of “small-quantity”

sites that have or are expected to generate or store
TRUW. The TRUW volumes at these small-quantity
sites constitute less than 1% of the total TRUW
inventory and would not affect the evaluation of the
TRUW alternatives.

Figure 6.1-1 presents the estimated total volume of
TRUW from waste management activities at the
16 sites that have TRUW currently. TRUW is not
currently present at WIPP.

6.2 Alternatives

The TRUW analysis considered six alternatives for
both CH TRUW and RH TRUW. Treatment and
storage activities vary by alternative and by site.
Table 6.1-1 shows the sites where TRUW would be
treated and stored under each alternative.

Each of the alternatives was developed to evaluate the
health risk, environmental impacts, and costs
associated with the range of treatment and storage
alternatives available to DOE and to provide input for
a decision about where to locate TRUW treatment and
storage facilities.

The analysis includes alternatives where TRUW
would be treated to LDR levels. Although the WIPP

Table 6.1-1. Transuranic Waste Alternatives

[MAlter- | CH | RH | Treat
native | Treat | Treat | Stand | ANL-E | Hanford | INEL | LANL | LLNL | NTS | ORR | PGDP | RFETS | SNL-NM® | SRS | WIPP | WVDP?
No 11 5 WIPP- TS TS TS TS TS S TS S TS S TS s
Action WAC
D 16 5 WIPP- TS TS TS TS TS {TS | TS T TS T TS T
WAC
R-1 5 2 | Reduced TS TS TS TS TS TS
gas
R-2 5 2 LDRs TS? TS TS TS TS TS
R-3 3 2 LDRs TS? TS TS® TS
C WIPP 2 LDRs TSS TSP T

Notes: D = Decentralized Alternative: R-1 = Regionalized Alternative 1; R-2 = Regionalized Alternative 2; R-3 = Regionalized Aliernative 3; C = Centralized
Alternative; T = treatment to one of three standards: process to current planning basis WIPP-WAC; shred and grout to reduce potential for gas generation in the
repository (Reduced Gas); or treat to meet LDRs by means of thermal organic destruction and compiete treatment train; S = storage afier treatment under No Action
and Decentralized Alternatives or storage of current inventory under No Action Alternative. A blank indicates that a site would not treat, store, or dispose of waste

under the alternative specified. :

3 Hanford would treat both CH and RH waste.

b ORR would weat RH waste only.

¢ Hanford would treat RH waste only.

4 Smail waste volumes at SNL-NM and WVDP; impacts not analyzed.




Land Withdrawal Act amendments contained in the

1997 Defense Authorization Act render the RCRA
LDRs inapplicable to waste to be disposed of at
WIPP, LDR-treatment alternatives are reasonable
alternatives for management activities and practices.

6.2.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Under the No Action Alternative, DOE would
continue to characterize, process, and package
newly generated TRUW to meet current WIPP-
WAC for storage at sites with existing or planned
facilities. DOE would continue to store TRUW in
existing storage facilities and would not ship
TRUW for offsite storage or disposal. All sites are
assumed to have adequate capabilities to package
and store TRUW generated in the future. Eleven
sites are projected to generate TRUW in the future,
including five sites generating both CH and RH
TRUW. The No Action Alternative does not assess
the health risks, environmental impacts, or costs of
removing TRUW from retrievable storage and
repackaging it.

6.2.2 DECENTRALIZED ALTERNATIVE

Under the Decentralized Alternative, DOE would,
as needed, treat and package TRUW to meet the
current planning basis WIPP-WAC at the 16 sites.
After treatment, CH and RH TRUW would be
shipped from the 6 sites with smallest amounts to
the nearest of the 10 sites with the largest amounts
of TRUW for storage prior to disposal. All TRUW
would be shipped to WIPP for disposal.

6.2.3 REGIONALIZED ALTERNATIVES

The regionalized alternatives consider the
consolidation of TRUW for treatment and storage
prior to its disposal at WIPP. Three regionalized
alternatives were analyzed, with varying degrees of
treatment at six and four sites and storage at those
sites prior to disposal.

Under Regionalized Alternative 1, CH TRUW
would be shipped from the 10 smallest generators
to the 4 sites with the largest volumes of TRUW
(Hanford, INEL, LANL, and SRS) for treatment
and storage. In addition, RFETS would continue to
treat its own waste, but would not receive waste
from other sites. RH TRUW would be shipped
from ANL-E, INEL, and LANL to Hanford or
ORR for treatment and storage. At all six treatment
sites, TRUW would be treated to an intermediate
level to reduce its gas generation potential and
shipped from those sites to WIPP for disposal. The
six treatment sites proposed under this alternative
have 95% of current and anticipated TRUW

inventories.

Under Regionalized ‘Alternative 2, DOE would use
the same waste consolidation configuration as in
Regionalized Alternative 1, except that TRUW
would be treated to meet LDRs and then shipped to
WIPP for disposal. With this alternative, DOE can
compare the impacts of intermediate treatment
under Regionalized Alternative 1 with the impacts
of LDR treatment; the impacts from both
Regionalized Alternatives 1 and 2 can be compared
to the Decentralized Alternative to meet WIPP-
WAC where 98% of the waste would be treated at
the same six sites.

Regionalized Alternative 3 considers the consoli-
dation of waste for treatment at four sites (Hanford,
INEL, ORR, and SRS) where approximately 80%
of the TRUW is already located or is expected to be
generated. CH TRUW would be treated at Hanford,
INEL, and SRS; RH TRUW would be treated at
Hanford and ORR. Under this alternative, TRUW
would be treated to meet LDRs and shipped to
WIPP for disposal.

6.2.4 CENTRALIZED ALTERNATIVE

Under the Centralized Alternative, DOE would ship
all CH TRUW to WIPP for treatment to meet LDRs
and for disposal. RH TRUW would be shipped to
Hanford and ORR for treatment to meet LDRs and
then shipped to WIPP for disposal.



TRUW Volumes
Total Volumes

DOE Sites m>)
1. ANL-E 1,300 Figure 6.1-1. TRUW Total Volumes
2. ETEC 0.02

‘ so—| Current Inventory + 20 Years
3. Hanford - 52,000 oo
4. INEL 39,000 so (&3
5.LANL 11,000 ©
6. LBL 1 g .
7. LLNL - 1,700 & 30-
8. Mound 1,500 é .
9. NTS 610

- 10+
1.0 1,700 0.02 610
% V7%t =7 270 B B

Hanford LBL LLNL ETEC NTS |INEL RFETS LANL

2 WIPP, the seventeenth major DOE site,
is the planned TRUW disposal site.

b Updated inventories and waste generation
rates are summarized in Appendix |.
Different inventories provided in the
WIPP SEIS |l are also provided in Chapter 8.




TRUW Volumes*

(Continued)
Total Volumes
o DOE Sites (m°)
at the 16 Major Sites. |L ST
10.:ORR: . 2,700
. . . 11. PGDP 14
Generation (in cubic meters)a&b 4
12. RFETS
50 13. SNL-NM
14. SRS
40 ~
§' 15. UofMO
-30 & 16. WIPP
3
[=}
[ 08 17. WVDP
TOTAL
-10 =
0 *Estimated TRUW volumes from waste

management activities include current inventory
plus 20 years of anticipated generation
projected volume. Waste volumes used for the
WM PEIS analysis may vary from latest site
estimates. Updated inventories and waste
generation rates are summarized in Appendix I,
“Update of Site-Specific Waste Volumes for
LLW, LLMW, and TRUW.”

SNL-NM UofMO PGDP ANL-E Mound ORR  WVDP SRS

|
|
|
|
CMA12616



6.2.5 RATIONALE FOR TREATMENT

AND STORAGE SITE
ALTERNATIVES

TRUW alternatives were developed to cover the
range of reasonable alternatives for treatment and
storage sites. Thus, the Decentralized Alternative
considers treatment and storage of TRUW at all 16
sites where TRUW is currently located, and the
Centralized Alternative considers treatment and
storage of all CH TRUW at one site and all RH
TRUW at two sites. For the regionalized alterna-
tives between these alternatives, DOE focused on
the six sites where 95% of the waste is located or
expected to be generated and on the four sites
where approximately 80% of the waste is located or
expected to be generated. Under these alternatives,
DOE assumed that the waste from other generating
sites would be shipped to the closest site for
treatment.

In addition, DOE assumed that it would not be
practical or reasonable for sites with small volumes
of TRUW (number of sites having less than
15 cubic meters) to treat TRUW either to
intermediate levels or to meet LDRs. Onsite
treatment to meet current WIPP-WAC was
considered feasible for all 16 sites, including the
small-volume sites, under the Decentralized
Alternative.

Most RH TRUW requires extensive treatment (but
not necessarily to meet LDRs) before it can be
shipped; therefore, consolidation of RH TRUW at
one site for treatment was not considered. Thus,
under the Centralized Alternative, DOE would treat
RH TRUW at the two sites—Hanford and
ORR—where approximately 85% of current and
projected inventory would be located.

6.3 Impacts of Managing TRUW

Some impact areas illustrated clear trends across the
alternatives, whereas others illustrated sensitivities
at particular sites regardless of the alternative.

When reviewing the impacts and costs identified for
the No Action Alternative, it is important to realize
that the results for indefinite storage are based on

Mixed TRUW assay and shipping area.

the initial 20 years of that indefinite period. This is
consistent with the period of analysis for all the
alternatives; however, not shown are the impacts
from storage expected beyond this 20-year time
frame. The longer-term storage impacts and costs
are likely to exceed those for the first 20 years, not
only as a result of routine indefinite storage
operations, but also from degradation of facilities
and containers. This differs from the effects
predicted for the action alternatives for management
of the 20-year forecast of TRUW, where risks to
workers and the offsite population, and other
impacts and costs, are greatly reduced following
disposal. The No Action Alternative does not
reduce or avoid impacts and costs; rather it causes
impacts and costs to be experienced every year for
an indefinite period of time.

The following discussion focuses on the impact
areas that would be affected by the management of
TRUW under the alternatives.

6.3.1 HEALTH RISKS

Facility health risks over 20 years are principally to
workers, with approximately three-fourths from
physical accidents and one-fourth from radiological
exposures. Twenty-year risks to the offsite
population are less than a single fatality, except for
one fatality in one regionalized alternative to meet
LDRs utilizing thermal treatment. Estimated
transportation fatalities range from five to seven



Table 6.3-1. Some of the Projected Risks to Workers and the Public

From Managing TRUW
Number of Treatment S
Sites Worker [Treatment| Offsite
Physical | Worker |Population| Truck? |Truck Non- |- Rall®: |.
CH | RH | Treatment | Hazard | Cancer Cancer | Radiation | Radiation |Radiation:}:
Alternative |Treat|Treat| Standard | Fatalities | Fatalities | Fatalities | Fatalities | Fatalities

No Action 11 5 [WIPP-WAC * * * 0
Decentralized | 16 | 5 |WIPP-WAC[:
Regionalized 1} 5 2 | Reduce Gas
Regionalized2| 5 2 LDRs
Regionalized 3| 3 2 LDRs
Centralized WIPP| 2 LDRs

Notes: CH = contact-handied TRUW; RH = remote-handied TRUW; LDRs= land disposal restrictions; WIPP-WAC = Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Waste

Acceptance Criteria; * = greater than O but less than 0.5.
3 Fatalities are from radiation-induced cancer.

b Treamment results under the No Action Alternative include risks from only the first 20 years of indefinite storage of TRUW.

across all alternatives except for No Action, which
does not involve transportation. Table 6.3-1
presents selected risk results for the TRUW
alternatives.

6.3.2 AIR QUALITY IMPACTS

The management of TRUW would not cause the air
quality standards to be approached or exceeded at
most sites; however, emissions of radionuclides
were estimated to exceed applicable standards at
LANL and WIPP in the alternatives involving
thermal treatment to meet LDRs at these sites
(Regionalized Alternative 2 and the Centralized
Alternative). The exceedances at these sites could
require additional control measures to reduce
emissions to acceptable levels. Emissions of other
hazardous air pollutants and criteria pollutants were
estimated to be below the applicable standards and
guidelines at all sites.

6.3.3 ECONOMIC AND POPULATION IMPACTS

The greatest benefit to the region surrounding any
site occurs when TRUW is managed at that site.
The most jobs as a percent of overall regional
employment would occur in regions surrounding
INEL and WIPP under Regionalized Alternative 3
and the Centralized Alternative, respectively. None
of the TRUW alternatives would substantially affect
the national economy, although some 1,900 to
12,000 jobs would be directly or indirectly created.
No regions would experience population increases
of 1% or more.

6.3.4 INFRASTRUCTURE IMPACTS
No offsite infrastructure impacts are expected.
Onsite infrastructure impacts on water use,

wastewater treatment, and electrical power are
comparable for the Decentralized and Regionalized




Alternatives, but are much greater at
WIPP under the Centralized Alternative.
Impacts generally increase as the intensity
of treatment increases, with the greatest
impacts at WIPP under the Centralized Alternative.

In addition, increases in site employment at Han-
ford, INEL, LANL, and WIPP could lead to traffic
increases sufficient to affect onsite transportation
infrastructure.

6.3.5 CostS

Costs increase as the level of treatment increases.
Processing to meet WIPP-WAC and treatment to
reduce gas generation cost about the same.
Treatment to meet LDRs costs approximately 22 %
more except for the Centralized Alternative, which
treats RH TRUW at only two sites. Transportation
costs are substantially lower than facility costs,
making shipment to available facilities at another
site generally less expensive than building a new

facility onsite. Table 6.3-2 provides the estimated
costs to manage TRUW under each of the
alternatives over 20 years.

6.3.6 WATER RESOURCES, ECOLOGICAL
RESOURCES, ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE,
LAND USE, AND CULTURAL RESOURCES
IMPACTS

Major impacts to these resources at the sites are
unlikely from treatment of TRUW under any of the
alternatives. However, ecological and cultural
resources impacts would receive further site-
specific studies prior to the siting of new facilities.
Assessment of potential environmental justice
concerns associated with TRUW management
indicated no substantial potential for disproportion-
ately high and adverse health risks or environmental
impacts to minority and low-income groups living
near INEL and WIPP. The potential at both sites
could be mitigated by selection of an alternative
treatment technology or employment of more
efficient emissions controls.

Table 6.3-2. TRUW Estimated Life-Cycle Costs (Billions of 1994 Dollars)

—

Total ’?ransportation
Number of Sites (Including Costs
Treatment Truck

Alternative CH Treat | RH Treat Standard Transport) | Truck Rail

No Action 11 5 WIPP-WAC 1.7 0 0
Decentralized 16 5 WIPP-WAC 7.4 0.56 1.44
Regionalized 1 ' 5 2 Reduce Gas 7.7 0.51 1.40
Regionalized 2 2 LDRs 9.0 0.45 1.24
Regionalized 3 3 2 LDRs 8.5 0.49 1.29
Centralized WIPP 2 LDRs 1.9 0.51 1.33

Notes: CH = contact-handled TRUW; RH = remote-handied TRUW; LDRs = land disposal restrictions;
WIPP-WAC = Waste Isolation Pilot Plant waste acceptance criteria.

2 Costs under the No Action Alternative include those from only the first 20 years of indefinite storage. The I
costs of storage beyond 20 years are analyzed as part of the No Action Alternatives in the WIPP SEIS-II. |







At a Glance:

High-Level Waste

No Action Alternative:

e  HLW canisters would be stored at
Hanford, SRS, and WVDP until
shipment to a geologic repository.

Decentralized Alternative:

e HLW canisters would be stored at all
four sites generating canisters until
shipment to a geologic repository.

Two Regionalized Alternatives:

¢ Canisters from WVDP would be
transported to SRS or Hanford; canisters
would be stored at Hanford, SRS, and
INEL until shipment to a geologic
repository.

Centralized Alternative:

e Canisters would be transported from
WVDP, INEL, and SRS to Hanford;
canisters would be stored at Hanford
until shipment to a geologic repository.

Preferred Alternative:

¢ Each site would store its own
immobilized waste onsite.

HLW Data and Major Assumptions:

HLW is currently stored at Hanford, INEL,
SRS, and WVDP.

Approximately 378,000 cubic meters of
HLW have been or will be generated.
Treated HLW will require an estimated
21,600 canisters for packaging.

The Glass Waste Storage Building for SRS
(2,286 canisters) is the model used to
analyze storage at Hanford and INEL.

For transportation impacts analysis, DOE
assumed the repository would be Yucca
Mountain.

The repository could accept 800 canisters
per year. '

The WM PEIS evaluates canister storage.

"Treatment and disposal of HLW are not

analyzed.

Two sets of timing assumptions are
analyzed—acceptance of canisters at the
repository beginning in 2015 and acceptance
beginning at some later date.

What Did We Learn From the Results?

Although costs and risks are slightly higher
for centralized storage at. Hanford,
differences from costs and risks at other
sites are not significant. Alternatives are
roughly equivalent from the standpoint of
environmental impacts and costs.

The acceptance rate of canisters by the
repository controls the length of storage
time.




7 High-Level Waste

e HLW is highly radioactive waste that results
from the reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel
and of targets irradiated in nuclear defense,
research, and production activities.

- Approximately 378,000 cubic meters of HLW
have been or will be generated. Treated HLW
will require an estimated 21,600 canisters for
packaging.

o HLW will be treated and packaged for.
disposal in a licensed geologic repository.

o The WM PEIS analyzes the impacts of storing
vitrified HLW.

e HLW is currently stored at Hanford, INEL,
SRS, and WVDP.

e DOE must decide where to store the HLW
canisters.

7.1 Analysis

High-level waste is the highly radioactive material
from the chemical reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel
and of irradiated targets that contain fission products
in concentrations sufficient to require permanent
isolation.

Government operations from 1944 to the present have
generated approximately 357,000 cubic meters of
HLW with approximately 21,000 cubic meters to be
generated in the future. Only four sites manage
HLW—Hanford, INEL, SRS, and WVDP.

DOE is proceeding with plans to treat HLW by
processing it into a solid form that cannot be readily
dispersed into air, groundwater, or surface water.
This process is called vitrification. When the existing
inventory of HLW is vitrified, the vitrified material
will fill an estimated 21,600 canisters. The WM PEIS

e e e o — —— — —— —— — — — — —— A — e e

Table 7.1-1. High-Level Waste Volumes and
Projected Number of HLW Canisters

Estimated Total
Number of Canisters to
Be Generated

L &

HLW
Volume (m3)

Site
Hanford

only analyzes the impacts of storing this vitrified
HLW.

Table 7.1-1 shows the HLW inventory at Hanford,
INEL, SRS, WVDP, and the projected total of
vitrified HLW canisters that will be generated as a
result of treating the entire HLW inventory.

Analysis of the impacts of HLW disposal in a
repository is not within the scope of this WM PEIS,
but those impacts will be analyzed in NEPA reviews
relating to the geologic repository. Because Yucca
Mountain is the only candidate repository site for
HLW being studied at this time, DOE assumed this
location in its analysis of the impacts of transporting
HLW to a disposal facility.

Each alternative considered in this WM PEIS for
storage of HLW canisters involves three major
facilities and features: the canisters, the facilities for
storage of canisters, and packages for transporting
canisters to a geologic repository.

7.2 Alternatives

DOE analyzed five alternatives for HLW. Each of the
alternatives was developed in order to estimate health
risks, other environmental impacts, and




‘ cost associated with the range of storage
options and to provide information for a
decision about where to store HLW. For

each of the five alternatives, DOE assumed that a

geologic repository would begin accepting DOE’s

HLW in 2015 at the rate of 800 canisters per year.

For purposes of this analysis, DOE also evaluated an

alternative that assumed that there would be a delay

in acceptance of DOE’s HLW by the repository until
some time later than 2015, but at the same rate of

acceptance of 800 canisters per year. Table 7.2-1

presents the alternatives in tabular form. Figure 7.2-1

shows the location of the HLW sites.

7.2.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Under the No Action Alternative, only existing and
approved HLW storage facilities would be used. Each
site would store only those canisters produced at that
site. Under this alternative, Hanford would run out of
canister storage capacity before canisters could be

Table 7.2-1. High-Level Waste Alternatives

Number
of
Storage
Alternative | Sites |Hanford | INEL |SRS | WVDP

No Action 4 S S S S
Decentralized 4 S S S S
Regionalized 1 3 S S S
Regionalized 2 3 S S S
Centralized® 1 S

Note: S = storage. A blank cell indicates that there was no storage at a site
under the specified alternative.

3 Canisters generated at WVDP, SRS, and INEL prior to acceptance at the
candidate repository in 2015 would be shipped to Hanford for storage.
Canisters generated at SRS and INEL after 2015 would be shipped directly
to the candidate repository. If acceptance of the DOE-managed HLW is
delayed past 2015, then all HLW canisters would be shipped to Hanford
for storage.

sent to a geologic repository in 2015. Therefore,
production of HLW canisters under the No Action
Alternative would be phased because of both the lack
of existing storage capacity at most of the sites and
the assumed repository acceptance rate of 800 can-
isters per year.

7.2.2 DECENTRALIZED ALTERNATIVE

Under the Decentralized Alternative, storage capacity
equal to the anticipated total production of HLW
canisters would be constructed at each site. This
would allow each site to start vitrifying HLW as soon
as treatment facilities were available. On the basis of
the assumption that storage capacity at all four sites
would be adequate until canister acceptance begins at
the candidate repository in 2015, no delays in the
vitrification of HLW would occur.

Typical high-level waste canister.




Figure 7.2-1. HLW Sites.

-Héhford .
INEL @ ® WVDP
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Mountain
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7.2.3 REGIONALIZED ALTERNATIVES

Two regionalized alternatives were analyzed for
managing HLW canisters. Under Regionalized
Alternative 1, the HLW canisters generated at WVDP
would be taken in approved transportation casks to
SRS for storage. Adequate storage capacity for HLW
canisters would be provided at Hanford, INEL, and
SRS until canisters were accepted at a geologic
repository.

Under Regionalized Alternative 2, the canisters
produced at WVDP would be transported to Hanford
in approved transportation casks. Adequate storage
capacity for HLW canisters would be provided at
Hanford, INEL, and SRS until HLW canisters were
accepted at a geologic repository.

7.2.4 CENTRALIZED ALTERNATIVE

Under the Centralized Alternative, the canisters
produced at INEL, SRS, and WVDP would be
transported to Hanford in approved transportation
casks for storage until a geologic repository began to
accept the canisters.

Because the WM PEIS analyzed two different
assumptions about when canisters would be accepted
at a geologic repository, the alternative has two
subalternatives. The WM PEIS assumed that HLW
canisters generated before the repository would begin
accepting HLW in 2015 would be shipped to Hanford
for centralized storage. The remaining canisters
generated at SRS and INEL after 2015 would be
shipped directly to the repository. Because WVDP
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Vitrification facility at SRS.

would generate all of its canisters before 2015, all
340 canisters would be shipped to Hanford.

For the second subalternative, in which acceptance at
a geologic repository would be delayed beyond 2015,
all canisters generated at WVDP, SRS, and INEL
would be shipped to Hanford for storage before
shipment to a geologic repository once it began
accepting HLW.

7.2.5 RATIONALE FOR STORAGE
ALTERNATIVES

The five storage alternatives were developed to cover
the range of reasonable alternatives. From one to four
sites are available for storage of HLW (the
Centralized Alternative and Decentralized Alternative,
respectively). DOE identified two intermediate
alternatives, in which the relatively small amount of
WVDP HLW is transported to either Hanford or
SRS. To define the regionalized alternatives, DOE
selected the site with the largest amount of HLW
(Hanford) and the site where transportation would be
minimized (SRS). INEL was eliminated from
consideration as a Regionalized Alternative site
because it has no existing or approved storage
facilities.

Under the Centralized Alternative, all HLW would be
shipped to Hanford for storage. Hanford was
proposed because it has the greatest volume of HLW.
The major variable is the total miles for trans-
portation between HLW sites, the central storage site,
and the geologic repository. Consolidating all HLW
canisters at Hanford minimizes the transportation
impacts required for Centralized storage, because the
largest number of canisters (those produced at
Hanford) would be shipped directly to the repository.
WVDP was eliminated from consideration for the
Centralized Alternative because it has the smallest
volume of HLW (only 1.6% of the total HLW) and
because storage of canisters from other sites would be
inconsistent with the West Valley Demonstration
Project Act.



Table 7.3-1. Some of the Projected Risks to Workers
and the Public From Managing HLW

s —
—

Worker

Number | Physical | Worker
of Sites | Hazard | Cancer |Radiation| Radiation

Truck |Truck Non-

Notes: * = greater than 0 but less than 0.5.

2 Fatalities are from radiation-induced cancer.

7.3 Impacts of Managing HLW

The impacts were evaluated across all of the
alternatives to identify trends, compare alternatives,
and help select DOE’s preferred alternative. The
following discussion focuses on the impact areas that
would be affected by the management of HLW
canisters under the alternatives.

It should be noted that the No Action Alternative for
HLW does not provide enough canister storage
capacity for all of the canisters that would be
produced after treatment of HLW. Provision of
adequate storage would. lead to costs and impacts as
great as shown for the other HLW alternatives.

7.3.1 HEALTH RISKS

Both fatalities and incidences of cancer for waste
management workers are comparable under the
Decentralized, Regionalized, and Centralized
Alternatives and do not favor one alternative over
another (see Table 7.3-1). Estimates of worker
cancer fatalities from radiation exposure exceed
fatalities from physical hazards. Transportation risks
are approximately the same for all alternatives.

Alternative | Storing |Fatalities |Fatalities | Fatalities | Fatalities
No Action 4 1 2 3 2 *: *
Decentralized 4 1 3 3 2 . b
Regionalized 1 3 1 3 3 2 . *
Regionalized 2| 3 2 3 3 2 * e
Centralized 1 2 3 3 2 * . bl

Fatalities from facility accidents are less than one
under each of the HLW alternatives.

7.3.2 ECONOMIC AND POPULATION IMPACTS

|

|

I

!

|

| HLW storage facility construction and operations
| expenditures would minimally benefit the
| localeconomy at the four HLW sites because
|  estimated job and personal income growth are well
| below 1% at all sites under all the alternatives. None
] of the HLW alternatives would affect the national
| economy, although 300 to 1,200 jobs would be
| directly or indirectly created. The regional population
|  would remain relatively constant under all proposed
|  alternatives and would not incur a major increase at
|  any site.

|

I

|

|

I

I

|

|

I

|
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7.3.3 INFRASTRUCTURE IMPACTS

Proposed HLW activities have the potential for
affecting the onsite infrastructure only at the Hanford
Site, although the effects would be minor. No offsite
infrastructure impacts are expected at any other site.
Estimated new requirements for wastewater treatment
at Hanford would increase current demand under all
alternatives, except No Action. Employment increases




76 I would not approach or exceed 5% of
current site employment at any site. Traffic
increases would be minimal during con-

struction and would not affect the onsite transpor-
tation infrastructure.

7.3.4 COSTS

The costs of storage and transportation remain
relatively constant, at approximately $3 billion, under
all alternatives except No Action. Costs do rise
slightly when storage is centralized. Delay in
disposing of the waste in a geologic repository causes
the life-cycle costs to increase at a rate of 0.2% per
year of delay. Table 7.3-2 presents the estimated
costs for each of the alternatives.

7.3.5 AIR QUALITY, WATER RESOURCES,
ECOLOGICAL RESOURCES, ENVIRONMENTAL
JUSTICE, LAND USE, AND CULTURAL
RESOURCES IMPACTS

The management of HLW canisters would not
appreciably affect the air quality or water resources at -
any site. Operation of HLW storage facilities should
not affect ecological resources because airborne
emissions, liquid effluents, and loss of habitat are
expected to be negligible. Additionally, no impacts to
current land uses would result because under all

alternatives, no site would need to use more than 1%
of its suitable lands for storage facilities. Assessment
of potential environmental justice concerns from
management of HLW indicated that minority and low-
income populations near the HLW sites would not
experience disproportionately high adverse health
risks or environmental impacts under any of the HLW
alternatives. DOE would conduct additional
site-specific analyses to assess cultural resource
impacts.

Table 7.3-2. HLW Estimated Life-Cycle Costs
(Billions of 1994 Dollars)

Total Cost
(Including
Transportation







At a Glance:

Hazardous Waste

No Action Alternative:

» Nonwastewater HW would continue to be
transported to commercial facilities. Two
DOE sites would treat organic materials.

Decentralized Alternative:

¢ Nonwastewater HW would continue to be
transported to commercial facilities.
Three DOE sites would treat organic
materials.

Two Regionalized Alternatives:

e 50% of nonwastewater HW would be
treated at five DOE sites; 50% would be
treated at commercial facilities.

e 90% of nonwastewater HW would be
treated at two DOE sites; 10% would be
treated at commercial facilities.

Centralized Alternative:

e None.

Preferred Alternative:

e No Action (continue use of commercial
facilities for nonwastewater HW
treatment).

HW Data and Major Assumptions:

e HW is generated or exists at most sites.

» DOE will need to manage 69,000 cubic
meters of RCRA-regulated hazardous
waste over the next 20 years. Totals do not
include wastewater.

* An analysis of RCRA HW shipped to
commercial treatment from the 11 sites
~ with the most HW in fiscal year 1992
provides a representative sample for
comparing onsite DOE treatment with
offsite commercial treatment.

o Wastewater HW will continue to be treated
onsite.

What Did We Learn From the Results?

» Risks and impacts are similar for each
alternative.

o Costs favor commercial treatment.




8 Hazardous Waste

* HW is nonradioactive chemical waste.

» HW s generated or exists at about 45 sites.

» HW s generated as a result of research and
development and as a byproduct of nuclear

weapons production and dismantlement.

o Most nonwastewater DOE HW is treated
commercially.

» DOE must decide whether to develop
additional capacity of its own to treat HW.

8.1 Analysis

Hazardous waste consists of nonradioactive chemical
waste generated as a result of nuclear weapons
production and other research and development
activities. HW has been generated, or is anticipated to
be generated, at most DOE sites. Although HW
generation from the production of nuclear weapons
has essentially stopped, many chemicals and chemical
residues were left in containers and process lines.
These wastes must be properly treated and disposed
of to manage existing and future inventories.

Most of DOE’s HW consists of wastewater, which by
definition contains less than a 1% concentration of
organic HW materials. Hazardous wastewater is
generated as a result of operations such as metal
cleaning, etching, and plating. Hazardous wastewater
requires treatment before it can be safely discharged
to the environment. DOE currently treats its
hazardous wastewater at the sites that generate it and
will continue to do so in the future because waste-

water is not difficult to treat but is difficult and
expensive to transport.

Nonwastewater HW consists of sludges, solids, and
organic liquids (liquids containing higher concen-
trations of organic chemicals than wastewater). DOE
currently ships most of this HW off site to
commercial facilities for treatment, although two sites
(ORR and INEL) have the capability to treat
nonwastewater HW by thermal treatment. DOE needs
to decide the extent to which it should continue its
reliance on the commercial treatment of nonwaste-
water HW.

DOE estimates that more than 90% of the total HW
(wastewater and nonwastewater) in a given year is
generated by 11 DOE sites. Table 8.1-1 shows the
quantities of HW at the 11 sites that generate the most
HW. Table 8.1-1 shows waste volume generation per
year. The focus of the alternatives is on these RCRA-
defined wastes which total approximately 3,440
metric tons annually, and 69,000 for a 20-
year period.

8.2 Alternatives

The WM PEIS considered four alternatives for
treatment facilities within three general categories of
alternatives: no action, decentralized, and
regionalized (see Table 8.2-1). No centralized
alternative was analyzed because DOE determined it
would be an unreasonable alternative in light of the
cost, risk, regulatory constraints, and practical
considerations of attempting to centrally manage all of
DOE’s diverse HW.

Each of the alternatives was developed in order to
estimate the human health risks, other environmental
impacts, and costs associated with the range of HW
treatment options available to DOE and to provide
input for a decision about whether to continue to rely
on offsite treatment of HW.




Table 8.1-1. Waste Management of HW at DOE’s 11 Largest Generators

(metric tons®/year)

- Onsite Thermal Offsite
Wastewater " Treatment and | Other Onsite Commercial
DOE Site Treated Onsite® Fuel Burning® - Treatment® Treatment®
ANL-E 0 0 2 206
Fermi 0 0 12 49
Hanford 0 0 140 303
INEL 33,000 35 80 160
KCP¢ 343,000 0 80 601
LANL 0 0 40 246
LLNL 250 .0 230 629
ORR 624,000 66 14,600 207
Pantex. 3,000 0 2,700 512
SNL-NM 130,000 0 0 153
SRS 59,000 0 50 273
Total _ 1,192,2& 101 17,934 3,339 }

2 Metric ton = 1,000 kilograms = 2,205 Ib. One metric ton of HW is approximately one cubic meter in volume.

- b Based on 1991 data taken from biennial and annual reports (includes temporary storage volumes).
< Based on fiscal year (FY) 1992 manifests. Includes only RCRA-defined waste; an additional 6,600 metric tons of Toxic
Substances Control Act (TSCA)-regulated HW, State-regulated HW, and environmental-restoration-generated HW was
shipped to commercial treatment in FY 1992.
d Excludes wastewater treatment of groundwater at KCP and SRS.

Table 8.2-1. Hazardous Waste Alternatives

Number
of Sites
Alternative |Treating|ANL-E|[Hanford|INEL [LANL|LLNL| ORR |Pantex |SNL-NM| SRS
| No Action 2 T T
Decentralized 3 N T T
Regionalized 1 5 T T T T T
| Regionalized 2 2 T T

Notes: T = treatment. A blank indicates that a site does not treat waste under the alternative specified.




8.2.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Under this alternative, current operations would
continue. Some of the HW that is currently being
treated onsite at DOE facilities (i.e., thermal
treatment of organic materials at ORR and INEL)
would continue to be treated onsite, and other HW
would continue to be treated at commercial facilities.

8.2.2 DECENTRALIZED ALTERNATIVE

Under this alternative, DOE would continue thermal
treatment at existing facilities at INEL, ORR, and
SRS. In addition, the use of commercial facilities
would continue as needed. Most wastes generated at
the other major sites would also be sent to
commercial facilities, except for wastes thermally
treated or used as fuel at INEL, ORR, and SRS.

8.2.3 REGIONALIZED ALTERNATIVES

Under Regionalized Alternative 1, 50% of the HW
generated by the 11 major HW sites would be treated
at five onsite treatment centers or “hubs” (Hanford,
INEL, LANL, ORR, and SRS). Each regional hub
would be permitted under RCRA, and onsite
treatment facilities would be constructed for thermal

treatment and organic removal and recovery. The hub

sites would treat two-thirds of the HW received from
other sites and send the other one-third to a
commercial facility. For HW that could be thermally
treated, two-thirds would be sent to the regional hubs
from the generating sites, and the other third would
be sent directly to commercial treatment facilities.
Approximately 50% of the estimated 3,440 metric
tons considered for onsite thermal treatment or offsite
commercial treatment of HW would be treated at
DOE HW facilities.

Under Regionalized Alternative 2, DOE would build
facilities at INEL and ORR for organic treatment and
deactivation/neutralization. Metal recovery and
recycling, battery recycling, stabilization, and land

disposal would continue to be provided by offsite
commercial establishments. Approximately 90% of
HW would be treated at DOE HW facilities.

8.2.4 RATIONALE FOR TREATMENT
ALTERNATIVES

The alternatives selected were developed to cover the
range of reasonable alternatives on the basis of three
primary criteria: (1) the site’s experience with HW
treatment technologies, (2) the location of the site,
and (3) the volume of the HW generated by site. As
it was in the case of evaluating alternatives for the
management of the radioactive waste types,
consideration was given to avoiding the shipment of
HW to DOE sites that do not generate HW. These
criteria and considerations served to minimize the
costs and impacts associated with the alternatives and
sites selected.

The technologies -evaluated for onsite treatment of
HW are thermal treatment, burning as fuel, and
deactivation. Of all the sites evaluated in the No
Action Alternative, five of the sites—Hanford, INEL,
LANL, ORR, and SRS—have operated or plan to
operate thermal treatment units.

Regionalized Alternative 1 uses the five DOE sites
with thermal treatment units, satisfying the criterion
for technology experience. The location criterion is
addressed in that the five sites are regionally
distributed, which serves to minimize transportation
of HW and its associated risks.

Regionalized Alternative 2 is based on using two sites
for HW treatment. The two proposed sites, INEL and
ORR, satisfy the technology experience criterion as
discussed above, and their locations (western and
eastern United States) require the least transportation
of HW when compared with other two-site combi-
nations. Onsite deactivation, or neutralization, also
considered in this alternative, is planned for the two

hubs.




Interior of 709-G hazardous waste storage facility at SRS.

Waste oil shipment to TSCA incinerator at ORR.

8.3 Impacts of Managing HW

Impacts were evaluated across all of the alternatives
to identify trends and compare alternatives. Some
impact areas illustrated clear trends across the
alternatives, whereas others illustrated sensitivities at
particular sites regardless of the alternative.

The following discussion focuses on the impact areas
that would be affected by the management of HW
under the alternatives, identifying trends when
appropriate and highlighting noteworthy findings at
particular sites.

8.3.1 HEALTH RISKS

Incidences of cancer among the public for both
routine operations at DOE facilities and facility

accidents were found to be less than one for all’

alternatives. Noncancer risks to the offsite population
and noninvolved workers were also low. However,
noncancer risks for WM workers may be of concern
under each of the alternatives evaluated.

Although DOE would treat more of its HW under the
regionalized alternatives and send less to commercial
facilities, DOE believes that worker risk is similar
under treatment by DOE and commercial facilities.
Therefore, there is no significant difference among
the alternatives with regard to HW worker risk.

Although HW can be transported both by truck and
rail, truck transportation is the predominant method
for shipping HW. The risk estimates include a
fraction of a single fatality for each of the proposed
HW alternatives from vehicle accidents and exposures
associated with HW transportation.

8.3.2 AIR QUALITY IMPACTS

The management of HW would not cause air quality
standards to be approached or exceeded at most sites.
No criteria pollutants would exceed standards at any
site. However, regionalization of treatment facilities
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at LANL and ORR would cause adverse air impacts
that would require additional control measures for
vinyl chloride. The exceedances at LANL and ORR
primarily result from emissions from thermal
treatment.

8.3.3 CosTs

The No Action Alternative is the least costly of the
alternatives, at an estimated $144 million, followed
by the Decentralized Alternative at $183 million.
Regionalized Alternative 1 is the most expensive, at
$376 million, closely followed by Regionalized
Alternative 2, at a cost of $318 million. Conversely,
commercial treatment costs are highest under the No
Action Alternative and lowest under Regionalized
Alternative 2.

The fundamental differences among the alternatives
involve transportation and costs. Table 8.3-1 presents

a summary of the transportation and cost differences
among the alternatives over the 20-year period of
analysis.

8.3.4 WATER RESOURCES, ECOLOGICAL
RESOURCES, ECONOMIC IMPACTS,
ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE, INFRASTRUCTURE,
LAND USE, AND CULTURAL RESOURCES

The impacts analyses for water, ecological, economic,
population, infrastructure, cultural, and land use
resources did not indicate significant impacts under
any of the HW alternatives; therefore, these analyses
do not reveal significant differences among
alternatives. Assessment of potential environmental
justice concerns from management of HW indicated
that minority and low-income populations near the
HW sites would not experience disproportionately
high and adverse health risks or environmental
impacts under any of the HW alternatives.

Table 8.3-1. Summary Comparison of the HW Alternatives

2 Mileage in millions.
 Number of shipments in thousands.
¢ Cost in millions of dollars.

Shipments Costs®
Project
Alternative Sites Mileage® Number® | Transport | Life-Cycle Total
No Action : 2 20 34 49 95 144 |
Decentralized 3 19 41 49 134 183 II
Regionalized 1 5 35 50 87 289 376 |
Regionalized 2 2 19 34 47 271 318 “




9 Cumulative Impacts

9.1 Analysis

Cumulative impacts are those impacts that result
from the incremental impact of an action added to
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
actions in the future. Examples of impacts from past
and present actions include those from contaminated
sites, ongoing activities that result in waste genera-
tion, and waste management activities outside the
scope of the WM PEIS. Both Council on Environ-
mental Quality regulations and DOE regulations for
implementing NEPA require DOE to assess cumula-
tive impacts because significant impacts can result
from several smaller actions that individually might
not have significant impacits.

To conduct the cumulative impacts analysis, DOE
first examined the combined impacts of siting waste
management facilities for more than one waste type at
each of the 17 major sites. Combined impacts are
the subset of cumulative impacts resulting from the
siting of multiple facilities for managing more than
one waste type at a site. DOE then added the impacts
of existing site conditions and reasonably foreseeable
future actions at a site or in an area to these combined
impacts to assess the cumulative impacts.

The combined and cumulative analysis considers the
following impacts:

«  Offsite population health risks

»  Offsite MEI health risks

e  Worker health risks |

e Air quality exceedances

»  Groundwater quality exceedances

e  Impacts on resources and infrastructure

»  Socioeconomic impacts

In addition, an analysis of both combined and cumu-
lative transportation impacts is presented.

Impacts that are not considered for combined and
cumulative effects include:

» Risks from accidents, because accidents are not
certain to occur and, even if they were to occur,
event-initiating accidents for each waste type
would be independent of each other.

«  Risks to individual waste management workers,
because it is assumed that each waste-type
worker is dedicated to that waste type and would
not work simultaneously in another waste-type
facility.

o  Impacts to surface water resources, ecological
resources, and cultural resources, because they
are dependent on facility location and location-
specific environmental factors.

Because the alternatives for the five waste types can
be combined in many ways (for some sites there are
thousands of possible combinations of alternatives), _
the combined impacts of placing multiple facilities at
each site are presented in the form of minimum and
maximum values for each of the combined impacts
for each waste type. The values are then summed for
each category of impacts to determine the combined
minimum and maximum impacts for each site.
Following the combined impacts analysis, the
minimum and maximum impacts are considered
together with the impacts of existing site actions, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions at and near each
of the 17 major sites. The cumulative impact
assessment for these sites includes consideration of
actions that DOE is taking or considering for spent
nuclear fuel management, tritium supply and
recycling, and the consolidation of nonnuclear
functions. Other site-specific projects, such as
vitrification of HLW at Hanford and SRS and the
operation of WIPP, are also discussed for each of the
17 major sites where applicable.

Chapter 11 of the WM PEIS contains tables of
combined and cumulative impacts showing the impact
categories and the major elements that constitute the
cumulative impacts (i.e., combined, existing, and
other reasonably foreseeable future actions) for each




of the 17 major sites and for transportation impacts.
These data allow the decision maker, when evaluating
alternatives for a specific waste type such as LLMW,
to consider the range of impacts that might occur at
any site caused by implementation of alternatives for
other waste types and other activities.

9.2 Results

The following discussion briefly summarizes the key
results of the cumulative impacts analysis:

 Even though locating waste management facilities
_ at sites would result in an increase in dose to
offsite  populations surrounding the sites,
cumulative atmospheric radiological releases are
not projected to exceed EPA standards except at
LANL, as a result of treatment under Regionalized
Alternative 2 for TRUW, and at WIPP, as a result
of treatment under the Centralized Alternative for
TRUW. The exceedance of the EPA standard for
the Regionalized 2 and Centralized Alternatives
for TRUW indicates that mitigation measures
could be needed to achieve compliance if either of
these two alternatives is chosen.

o Seven of the 17 sites (BNL, Hanford, INEL,
LANL, NTS, ORR, and RFETS) could exceed
one or more air pollutant standards as a result of
maximum combined atmospheric emissions.
Selection of waste management alternatives that
result in locating waste management activities at
these sites could require mitigation measures.

+ Nine of the 17 sites (FEMP, Hanford, LANL,
ORR, PGDP, PORTS, RFETS, SNL-NM, and
SRS) could exceed one or more drinking water
standards in groundwater as a result of disposal of
LLMW or LLW on the site. Selection of
alternatives for these two waste types at these sites
would need to take into consideration potential
cumulative groundwater quality impacts as well as
potential mitigation measures.

« Nine of the 17 sites could require improvements to

onsite water, wastewater, or electric power sys-
tems to accommodate requirements for increased
capacity. At two sites (Hanford and WIPP), the
increases are caused by waste management activi-
ties, while at three sites (INEL, NTS, and
WVDP), either waste management or other
planned future activities could require additional
infrastructure. At four additional sites (ANL-E,
FEMP, SNL-NM, and SRS), the requirements for
additional infrastructure result from future activi-
ties other than waste management.

Eight sites (Hanford, INEL, LANL, NTS, ORR,
Pantex, SRS, and WIPP) could require mitigation
measures to reduce offsite infrastructure and
institution demands caused by possible
employment increases resulting from waste
management and other actions considered in the
cumulative impacts analysis.

The largest number of shipments to or from a
single site would occur at NTS as a result of the
shipments of LLMW and LLW and of shipments
of HLW if Yucca Mountain is found to be suitable
as a repository for HLW. A combined total of
more than 295,000 truck shipments or more than
106,000 rail shipments of waste could occur at
NTS, or about 118 truck shipments or 42 rail
shipments per day (assuming receipt of shipments
during 250 days per year).

The transport of waste by truck is expected to
result in a combined total of between 11 and
69 fatalities for the shipment of all waste types. Of
these fatalities, about 6 to 23 would result from
exposure of transport crew members and the
population along transportation routes to the
radioactive components in the waste. The remain-
ing fatalities from truck transport would result
from emissions and accidents independent of the

waste cargo.




« The transport of LLMW, LLW, TRUW,

and HLW by rail and HW by trucks is

expected to result in a combined total of
between two and six fatalities over the periods
of analyses for these waste types. Of these fatalities,
about one to three would result from the exposure of
the train crew and the public to the radioactive
components in the waste. The remaining fatalities for
rail transport would result from train emissions
and accidents independent of the waste cargo.

Maximum combined health risks from the routine
operation of waste management facilities are
estimated to range from 0 to 6 worker radiation
cancer fatalities and less than one radiation cancer
fatality in the offsite populations at the 17 major
sites.

Maximum cumulative health risks from the routine
operation of waste management facilities and other
facilities at the sites are estimated to range from 0
to 12 worker radiation cancer fatalities and less
than two radiation cancer fatalities in the offsite
populations at the 17 major sites.
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Argonne National
Laboratory-East

Argonne National Laboratory-East (ANL-E) is an out-
growth of the Metallurgical Laboratory established in
1942 as part of the Manhattan Project. This laboratory
conducts research and development studies of nuclear
and non-nuclear energy sources. ANL-E is located on
2.7 square miles, 22 miles southwest of Chicago in
northeast Illinois.

NL-E is considered in the Waste Management

Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

(WM PEIS) as a potential waste management

site for its own low-level mixed waste (LLMW),
low-level waste (LLW), transuranic waste (TRUW), and
hazardous waste (HW) and, in some alternatives, LLMW
and LLW from small sites. ANL-E currently does not have
an inventory of high-level waste and is not expected to
manage this waste type in the future.

The estimated total waste inventories, consisting of current
inventory and 20 years of generation for the four waste
types at ANL-E, are shown in the following chart. Also,
how ANL-E relates to DOE’s entire 20-year projected
inventory for each waste type is provided below as a
percentage.
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160 m? {1% of DOE TRUW)

10.1% of DOE LLMW)

TRUW HW

LLW

LLMW

Current waste management activities at ANL-E
include the storage of LLMW with the treatment

of wastewater only; preparation of LLW for shipment
off site for disposal; storage of TRUW; and the
transport of HW off site for treatment. A waste
minimization and pollution prevention strategic plan
has been developed and is being implemented at
ANL-E to reduce waste volumes.

LLNMW

LLW

TRUW

HW
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DOE’s Preferred Alternatives

In the development of a national strategy for each waste
type, ANL-E'’s future role will be shaped in part by DOE’s
preferred alternatives, along with decision criteria dis-
cussed in Section 1.7.3 of the WM PEIS. Although the site’s
role will not be determined until the Records of Decision
for each waste type are issued, the ways in which ANL-E
fits within each preferred waste management alternative
are as follows.

Low-Level Mixed Waste: DOE prefers to treat ANL-E’s
LLMW on site under the Decentralized Alternative and
consistent with ANL-E’s proposed site treatment plan.
DOE prefers to ship ANL-E’s LLMW to one of 2 or 3
regional disposal sites.

Low-Level Waste: DOE prefers to treat ANL-E’s LLW on
site. DOE prefers to ship ANL-E’s LLW to one of 2 or 3
regional disposal sites.

Transuranic Waste: DOE prefers the Decentralized
Alternative for onsite treatment and storage of ANL-E’s
TRUW.

Hazardous Waste: DOE prefers the No Action Alterna-
tive, where ANL-E would continue to use commercial
facilities for HW treatment.

Potential Impacts of
Preferred Alternatives

The WM PEIS evaluated potential impacts for ANL-E under
all of the alternatives that identified a role for this site.
These impacts are discussed in Chapters 6 through 11.
Results of the analyses for ANL-E under DOE’s preferred
alternatives are highlighted for the following impacts.

Health Effects

Latent cancer fatalities among the offsite population are
estimated to be essentially zero, and collective physical
hazard and latent cancer risks to workers are less than one
fatality, for waste management activities under the preferred
alternatives for all waste types at ANL-E.

Environmental Effects

The preferred alternatives are not expected to cause
exceedances of air quality standards. No major impacts to
ecological resources, land use, infrastructure, or environ-
mental justice are expected. The programmatic analyses did
not select exact locations for facilities within site bound-
aries; some location-specific impacts, such as to cultural
and sensitive ecological resources, could require impacts
assessment when exact locations are determined.

Transportation

Under the preferred alternatives, the total number of
LLMW, LLW, and TRUW shipments from ANL-E is
estimated to be 1,660 truck or 710 rail shipments.

Site Employment |
Under the preferred alternatives, the annual workforce
required for waste management operations is estimated to
average 132 workers. This could include workers currently
employed for existing waste management operations.

Cumulative health risk and environmental impacts are
primarily caused by existing conditions and other actions at
the site. Although waste management activities may add to
cumulative impacts, these additions are not expected to
cause standards or guidelines to be exceeded. Waste
management activities could substantially increase waste
shipments leaving the site.

|
|
Cumulative Effects
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Brookhaven National

Laboratory

Brookhaven National Laboratory (BNL) was established in
1946 to provide a multipurpose research and development
laboratory capable of supporting the design and operation
of large, complex research projects for fundamental
scientific studies and basic and applied research. The
laboratory provides research capabilities in the physical,
biomedical, and environmental sciences and energy
technologies for hundreds of users from universities,
industry, and other government laboratories. BNL is
located in New York on approximately 8.2 square miles,

60 miles east of New York City.

NL is considered in the Waste Management
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
(WM PEIS) as a potential waste management site
for its own low-level mixed waste (LLMW)
and low-level waste (LLW). BNL is not considered a major
generator of hazardous waste. BNL currently does not have
an inventory of transuranic waste or high-level waste and is
not expected to manage these waste types in the future.

The estimated total waste inventories, consisting of current
inventory and 20 years of generation for the two waste
rypes at BNL, are shown in the following chart. Also, how
BNL relates to DOE’s entire 20-year projected inventory for
each waste type is provided below as a percentage.

5,600 m?

190 m?
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LLMW LLW

Current waste management activities at BNL include the
storage of LLMW with the treatment of wastewater only
and the preparation of LLW for shipment off site for
disposal. A waste minimization and pollution prevention
plan has been developed and is being implemented at BNL
to reduce waste volumes.

Waste Management
Alternatives at BNL

No Action \l)cccnlr;lli/c(l\ Regionalized \ Centralized

Treatment
n Site
{wastewater only)

Treatment
On Site

Treatment
ite

Storage Disposal Disposal
On Site On Site Oft Site
of subsliernatives:;| 2 subalternatives:
Minimum
Treatment
On Site
Minimum Minimum
Treatment | Treatment
On Site On Site
Disposal
Oft Site
Treatment | Treatment
f Site f Site
Disposal Dispo_sal.
Off Site On Site
Disposal Disposal
Off Site OfP Site

3% =DOE's preferred alternatives.




DOE’s Preferred Alternatives

In the development of a national strategy for each waste
type, BNL's future role will be shaped in part by DOE’s
preferred alternatives, along with decision criteria dis-
cussed in Section 1.7.3 of the WM PEIS. Although the site’s
role will not be determined until the Records of Decision
for each waste type are issued, the ways in which BNL fits
within each preferred waste management alternative are as
follows.

Low-Level Mixed Waste: DOE prefers to treat BNL’s
LLMW under the Regionalized Alternative and consistent
with BNL's proposed site treatment plan. Under this
alternative, BNL's LLMW would be shipped off site for
treatment. DOE prefers to ship BNL's LLMW to one of 2
or 3 regional disposal sites.

Low-Level Waste: DOE prefers to treat BNL's LLW on
site. DOE prefers to ship BNL's LLW to one of 2 or 3
regional disposal sites.

Potential Impacts of
Preferred Alternatives

The WM PEIS evaluated potential impacts for BNL under
all of the alternatives that identified a role for this site.
These impacts are discussed in Chapters 6 through 11.
Results of the analyses for BNL under DOE’s preferred
alternatives are highlighted for the following impacts.

Health Effects

Latent cancer fatalities among the offsite population are
estimated to be essentially zero, and collective physical
hazard and latent cancer risks to workers are less than one
fatality, for waste management activities under the pre-
ferred alternatives for all waste types at BNL.

Environmental Effects

The preferred alternatives are not expected to cause
exceedances of air quality standards. No major impacts to
ecological resources, land use, infrastructure, or environ-
mental justice are expected. The programmatic analyses did
not select exact locations for facilities within site bound-
aries; some location-specific impacts, such as to cultural
and sensitive ecological resources, could require impacts
assessment when exact locations are determined.

Transportation

Under the preferred alternatives, the total number of
LLMW and LLW shipments from BNL is estimated to be
1,370 truck or 530 rail shipments.

Site Employment

Under the preferred alternatives, the annual workforce
required for waste management operations is estimated to
average 41 workers. This could include workers currently
employed for existing waste management operations.

Cumulative Effects

Cumulative health risk and environmental impacts are
primarily caused by existing conditions and other actions at
the site. Although waste management activities may add to
cumulative impacts, these additions are not expected to
cause standards or guidelines to be exceeded. Waste
management activities could substantially increase waste
shipments leaving the site.
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Fernald Environmental
Management Project

The Fernald Environmental Management Project (FEMP)
has been a major Department of Energy (DOE) site for
more than 40 years, producing nuclear materials (primarily
uranium metal and uranium compounds) for use at other
DOE facilities. Since the late 1980s, the site’s mission has
focused on environmental restoration. FEMP is located on
approximately 1.6 square miles, 17 miles northwest of
Cincinnati, Ohio.

EMP is considered in the Waste Management
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
(WM PEIS) as a potential waste management site
for its own low-level mixed waste (LLMW),
and, in some alternatives, other sites’ LLMW and LLW.
FEMP is not considered a major generator of hazardous
waste. FEMP currently does not have an inventory of
transuranic waste or high-level waste and is not expected to
manage these waste types in the future.

The estimated total waste inventories, consisting of current
inventory and 20 years of generation for the two waste
types at FEMP, are shown in the following chart. Also, how
FEMP relates to DOE’s entire 20-year projected inventory
for each waste type is provided below as a percentage.
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£
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Current waste management activities at FEMP include
the storage of LLMW with the treatment of wastewater
only. FEMP has no LLW at this time. A waste minimization
and pollution prevention plan has been developed and is

- being implemented at FEMP to reduce waste volumes.
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DOE’s Preferred Alternatives

In the development of a national strategy for each waste
type, FEMP’s future role will be shaped in part

by DOE’s preferred alternatives, along with decision
criteria discussed in Section 1.7.3 of the WM PEIS.
Although the site’s role will not be determined until the
Records of Decision for each waste type are issued, the
ways in which FEMP fits within each preferred waste
management alternative are as follows.

Low-Level Mixed Waste: DOE prefers to treat FEMP’s
LLMW on site consistent with FEMP’s site treatment plan.
DOE prefers to ship FEMP’s LLMW to one of 2 or 3
regional disposal sites.

Low-Level Waste: All LLW at FEMP is currently
managed under the Environmental Restoration Program
and was not analyzed in the WM PEIS.

Potential Impacts of
Preferred Alternatives

The WM PEIS evaluated potential impacts for FEMP under
all of the alternatives that identified a role for the site.
These impacts are discussed in Chapters 6 through 11.
Results of the analyses for FEMP under DOE’s preferred
alternatives are highlighted for the following impacts.

Health Effects

Latent cancer fatalities among the offsite population are
estimated to be essentially zero, and collective physical
hazard and latent cancer risks to workers are less than one
fatality, for waste management activities under the pre-
ferred alternatives for all waste types at FEMP.

Environmental Effects

The preferred alternatives are not expected to cause
exceedances of air quality standards. No major impacts to
ecological resources, land use, infrastructure, or environ-
mental justice are expected. The programmatic analyses did
not select exact locations for facilities within site bound-
aries; some location-specific impacts, such as to cultural
and sensitive ecological resources, could require impacts
assessment when exact locations are determined.

Transportation

Under the preferred alternatives, the total number of
LLMW shipments from FEMP is estimated to be 110 truck
or 50 rail shipments.

Site Employment

Under the preferred alternatives, the annual workforce
required for waste management operations is estimated to
average 212 workers. This could include workers currently
employed for existing waste management operations.

Cumulative Effects

Cumulative health risk and environmental impacts are
primarily caused by existing conditions and other actions at
the site. Although waste management activities may add to
cumulative impacts, these additions are not expected to
cause standards or guidelines to be exceeded.




Site Summary

Hanford

The Hanford Site has played a major role in national
security for more than 40 years, producing nuclear
materials (primarily plutonium) for weapons manufacture,
managing the resulting radioactive and hazardous waste,
and performing a variety of missions related to research
and development for advanced reactors, energy technologies,
basic sciences, and waste disposal technologies. Today,
Hanford is no longer a production facility but instead
focuses solely on waste management and environmental
restoration guided by the Hanford Federal Facilities
Agreement and Consent Order (Tri-Party Agreement).
Hanford encompasses about 560 square miles within the
Columbia River Basin in southeastern Washington.

anford is considered in the Waste Management

Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

(WM PEIS) as a potential waste management

site for its own and, in some alternatives, other
sites’ low-level mixed waste (LLMW), low-level waste
(LLW), transuranic waste (TRUW), high-level waste
(HLW), and hazardous waste (HW).

The estimated total waste inventories, consisting of current
inventory and 20 years of generation for the five waste types
ar Hanford, are shown in the following chart. Also, how
Hanford relates to DOE'’s entire 20-year projected inventory
for each waste type is provided below as a percentage.
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Current waste management activities at Hanford include
the storage of LLMW with the treatment of wastewater
only, treatment and disposal of LLW on site, storage of
TRUW on site, storage of HLW on site pending disposal in
a geologic repository, and the transport of HW off site for
treatment. A waste minimization and poliution prevention
plan has been developed and is being implemented at
Hanford to reduce waste volumes.
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Hagford Q

DOE’s Preferred Alternatives

In the development of a national strategy for each waste type,
Hanford'’s future role will be shaped in part by DOE’s
preferred alternatives, along with decision criteria discussed
in Section 1.7.3 of the WM PEIS. Although the site’s role will
not be determined until the Records of Decision for each waste
nype are issued, the ways in which Hanford fits within each
preferred waste management alternative are as follows.

Low-Level Mixed Waste: DOE prefers regionalized treat-
ment of LLMW at Hanford. This alternative includes onsite
treatment of Hanford’s LLMW and could include treatment of
some LLMW generated at other sites. LLMW activities at
Hanford would be conducted in accordance with the Hanford
Site’s Tri-Party Agreement with the State of Washington and
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Hanford could be
selected as one of the regional disposal sites for LLMW.

Low-Level Waste: DOE prefers to treat Hanford’s LLW on
site. Hanford could be selected as one of the regional disposal
sites for LLW.

Transuranic Waste: DOE prefers onsite treatment and
storage of Hanford’s TRUW.

High-Level Waste: DOE prefers onsite storage of Hanford’s
immobilized HLW pending disposal in a geologic repository.

Hazardous Waste: DOE prefers the No Action Alternative
where Hanford would continue to use commercial facilities for
HW treatment.

Potential Impacts of
Preferred Alternatives

The WM PEIS evaluated Hanford for potential impacts under all of
the alternatives that identified a role for this site. These impacts are
discussed in Chapters 6 through 11. Results of the analyses for
Hanford under DOE’s preferred alternatives are highlighted for the
following impacts.

Health Effects

Health risks are principally to workers and could include physical
hazard and latent cancer fatalities from waste management activities
over the 20-year period of analysis. Collective worker health risk
estimates are one fatality for LLMW, three fatalities for HLW, and
up to four fatalities for LLW, depending on whether Hanford is
selected as a disposal site. Less than one latent cancer fatality is
estimated among the offsite population.

Environmental Effects

The preferred alternatives are not expected to cause exceedances

of air quality standards. To meet drinking water standards, perfor-
mance-based waste acceptance criteria may be needed for onsite
disposal of LLMW and LLW. No major impacts to ecological
resources, land use, or environmental justice are expected. Increases
to requirements for wastewater treatment under the preferred
alternatives could lead to requirements for additional capacity and
corresponding costs; no other major impacts to the infrastructure are
estimated. Expenditures for WM activities could cause socioeco-
nomic effects that include the benefits of increased regional
employment and income as well as regional population growth that
could alter community structure and stress available housing and
community services. The programmatic analyses did not select exact
locations for facilities within site boundaries; some location-specific
impacts, such as to cultural and sensitive ecological resources, could
require impacts assessment when exact locations are determined.

Transportation

Under the preferred alternatives, the maximum total number of ship-
ments of TRUW and HLW is estimated to be 18,400 truck or 8,140
rail shipments. The total number of shipments of LLMW and LLW
to and from Hanford is dependent upon DOE'’s final selection of
disposal sites for these wastes. Centralized disposat of LLW, which
was analyzed in the WM PEIS, could result in approximately
242,000 to 257,000 truck shipments or 91,000 to 97,000 rail
shipments to a single site; centralized disposal of LLMW could result
in 7,500 to 9,600 truck shipments or 3,300 to 3,700 rail shipments.

Site Employment

Under the preferred alternatives, the annual workforce required for
waste management operations is estimated to average 3,659
workers. This could include workers currently employed for
existing waste management operations.

Cumulative Effects

Cumulative health risk and environmental impacts are primarily
caused by existing conditions and other actions at the site. Although
waste management activities may add to cumulative impacts, these
additions are not expected to cause standards or guidelines to be
exceeded. Wastewater treatment capacity could be exceeded, and
the regional employment and community structure could be affected,
as noted above. In addition, to meet drinking water standards,
performance-based waste acceptance criteria may be needed for
onsite disposal of LLMW and LLW. Waste management activities
could greatly increase waste shipments entering or leaving the site.
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Idaho National

Engineering Laboratory

Idaho National Engineering Laboratory (INEL) has been
a major Department of Energy (DOE) site for more than
40 years, building, testing and operating various nuclear
facilities; managing the resulting radioactive and hazard-
ous waste; and performing a variety of missions related to
research and development for advanced reactors, naval

nuclear propulsion systems, and waste disposal technologies.

INEL occupies 890 square miles in the southeastern portion
of Idaho, approximately 42 miles west of Idaho Falls.

NEL is considered in the Waste Management

Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

(WM PEIS) as a potential waste management site for

its own low-level mixed waste (LLMW), low-level
waste (LLW), transuranic waste (TRUW), high-level waste
(HLW), and hazardous waste (HW) and, in some alterna-
tives, other sites’ LLMW, LLW, TRUW and HW. The WM
PEIS includes waste volumes from Argonne National
Laboratory-West and the Naval Reactor Facility in its
evaluation of INEL as a candidate site for waste manage-
ment facilities.

The estimated total waste inventories, consisting of current
inventory and 20 years of generation for the five waste
types at INEL, are shown in the following chart. Also, how
INEL relates to DOE'’s entire 20-year projected inventory .
Jfor each waste type is provided below as a percentage.
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Current waste management activities at INEL include the
treatment and storage of LLMW on site, treatment and
disposal of LLW on site, storage of TRUW on site, storage
of HLW on site pending disposal in a geologic repository,
and the transport of HW off site for treatment. A waste
minimization and pollution prevention awareness plan has
been developed and is being implemented at INEL to
reduce waste volumes.
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DOE’s Preferred Alternatives

In the development of a national strategy for each waste
type, INEL’s future role will be shaped in part by DOE’s
preferred alternatives, along with decision criteria dis-
cussed in Section 1.7.3 of the WM PEIS. Although the
site’s role will not be determined until the Records of
Decision for each waste type are issued, the ways in which
INEL fits within each preferred waste management
alterative are as follows.

Low-Level Mixed Waste: DOE prefers regionalized
treatment of LLMW at INEL. This alternative includes
onsite treatment of INEL’'s LLMW and could include
treatment of LLMW generated at other sites. LLMW
activities at INEL would be conducted in accordance with
INEL's site treatment plan. INEL could be selected as one
of the regional disposal sites for LLMW.

Low Level Waste: DOE prefers to treat INEL’s LLW on
site. INEL could be selected as one of the regional disposal
sites for LLW.

Transuranic Waste: DOE prefers the Regionalized
Alternative for treatment and storage of INEL's TRUW.
This alternative could include treatment of TRUW received
from RFETS.

High-Level Waste: DOE prefers onsite storage of
INEL’s immobilized HLW pending disposal in a geologic
repository:

Hazardous Waste: DOE prefers the No Action Alternative
where organic HW at INEL would continue to be treated on
site. INEL would continue to use commercial facilities for
all other HW treatment.

Potential Impacts of
Preferred Alternatives

The WM PEIS evaluated INEL for potential impacts under
all of the alternatives that identified a role for this site.
These impacts are discussed in Chapters 6 though 11.
Results of the analyses for INEL under DOE’s preferred
alternatives are highlighted for the following impacts.

Health Effects

Health risks are principally to workers and could include
fatalities from waste management activities over the 20-year
period of analysis. Collective worker health risk estimates
are one fatality each for LLMW and LLW depending on
whether INEL is selected as a disposal site, one fatality for
HLW, and two fatalities for TRUW. Less than one latent
cancer fatality is estimated among the offsite population for
waste management activities under the preferred alternatives
for all waste types at INEL.

Environmental Effects

The preferred alternatives are not expected to cause
exceedances of air or groundwater quality standards. No
major impacts to ecological resources, land use, or infra-
structure are expected. The assessment of environmental
justice impacts associated with treatment of TRUW at INEL
identified a potential for disproportionately high and adverse
health risks to low-income groups, which could require
mitigation measures. The programmatic analyses did not
select exact locations for facilities within site boundaries;
some location-specific impacts, such as to cultural and
sensitive ecological resources, could require impacts
assessment when exact locations are determined.

Transportation -

Under the preferred alternatives, the maximum total number
of LLMW, LLW, TRUW, and HLW shipments to and from
INEL is estimated to be 23,670 truck or 9,770 rail shipments.

Site Employment

Under the preferred alternatives, the annual workforce
required for waste management operations is estimated to
average 1,913 workers. This could include workers currently
employed for existing waste management operations.

Cumulative Effects

Cumulative health risks are primarily caused by waste
management activities; however, the maximum cumulative
increase in radiation dose to the offsite population is
estimated to be well below the EPA standard of 10 millirems
per year to the maximally exposed individual. Cumulative
environmental impacts are primarily caused by existing
conditions and other actions at the site. Although waste
management activities may add to cumulative impacts, these
additions are not expected to cause standards or guidelines
to be exceeded. Waste management activities could substan-
tially increase waste shipments entering or leaving the site.




Lawrence Livermore

National Laboratory

Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL), estab-
lished in 1952 by the Atomic Energy Commission, has been
a major Department of Energy (DOE) site for more than
40 years in nuclear weapons research. Today, its major
programs include defense and related programs, laser
fusion, laser isotope separation, human genome study,
supercomputation, and environmental restoration and waste
management. LLNL and its components occupy approxi-
mately 12.8 square miles east of San Francisco, California.
The laboratory includes Site 300, located near Tracy,
California, and Sandia National Laboratories-California.

LNL is considered in the Waste Management
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
(WM PEIS) as a potential waste management
site for its own low-level mixed waste (LLMW),
low-level waste (LLW), transuranic waste (TRUW), and
hazardous waste (HW) and, in some alternatives, other
sites’ LLMW and LLW. LLNL currently does not have
an inventory of high-level waste and is not expected to
manage this waste type in the future. The WM PEIS
includes waste volumes for SNL-CA in its evaluation of
LLNL as a candidate for waste management facilities.

The estimated total waste inventories, consisting of current
inventory and 20 years of generation for the four waste
types analyzed at LLNL, are shown in the following chart.
Also, how LLNL relates to DOE'’s entire 20-year projected
inventory for each waste type is provided below as a
percentage.

13,000 m?
{19% of DOE HW)

4,300 m*
2% of DOE LLMW]

3,600 m?
(0.2% of DOE LLW)

1,700 m?*
{1% of DOE TRUW)

TRUW

LLMW LLW HW

Current waste management activities at LLNL include the
storage of LLMW with the treatment of wastewater only,
preparation of LLW for shipment off site for disposal,
storage of TRUW on site, and the transport of HW off site
for treatment. A waste minimization and pollution preven-
tion program has been developed and is being implemented
at LLNL to reduce waste volumes.
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DOE’s Preferred Alternatives

In the development of a national strategy for each waste
type, LLNL's future role will be shaped in part by DOE’s
preferred alternatives, along with decision criteria dis-
cussed in Section 1.7.3 of the WM PEIS. Although the site’s
role will not be determined until the Records of Decision
for each waste type are issued, the ways in which LLNL fits
within each preferred waste management alternative are
as follows.

Low-Level Mixed Waste: DOE prefers to treat LLNL's
LLMW on site consistent with LLNL's site treatment plan.
DOE prefers to ship LLNL’s LLMW to one of 2 or 3
regional disposal sites.

Low-Level Waste: DOE prefers to treat LLNL’s LLW on
site. DOE prefers to ship LLNL’s LLW to one of 2 or 3
regional disposal sites.

Transuranic Waste: DOE prefers the Decentralized Alter-
native for onsite treatment and storage of LLNL’s TRUW.

Hazardous Waste: DOE prefers the No Action Alternative
where LLNL would continue to use commercial facilities
for HW treatment.

Potential Impacts of
Preferred Alternatives

The WM PEIS evaluated potential impacts for LLNL under
all of the alternatives that identified a role for the site.
These impacts are discussed in Chapters 6 through 11.
Results of the analyses for LLNL under DOE'’s preferred
alternatives are highlighted for the following impacts.

Health Effects

Less than one latent cancer fatality is estimated among the
offsite population, and collective physical hazard and latent
cancer risks to workers are less than one fatality, for waste
management activities under the preferred alternatives for
all waste types at LLNL.

Environmental Effects

The preferred alternatives are not expected to cause
exceedances of air quality standards. No major impacts to
ecological resources, land use, infrastructure, or environ-
mental justice are expected. This assumes that any new
water requirements at Site-300 would be provided through
a municipal system rather than by groundwater. The
programmatic analyses did not select exact locations for
facilities within site boundaries; some location-specific
impacts, such as to cultural and sensitive ecological
resources, could require impacts assessment when exact
locations are determined.

Transportation

Under the preferred alternatives, the total number of
LLMW, LLW, and TRUW shipments from LLNL is
estimated to be 1,010 truck or 430 rail shipments.

Site Employment

Under the preferred alternatives, the annual workforce
required for waste management operations is estimated to
average 387 workers. This could include workers currently
employed for existing waste management operations.

Cumulative Effects

Cumulative health risks are primarily caused by waste
management activities; however, the maximum cumulative
increase in radiation dose to the offsite population is
estimated to be below the EPA standard of 10 millirems
per year to the maximally exposed individual. Cumulative
environmental impacts are primarily caused by existing
conditions and other actions at the site. Although waste
management activities may add to cumulative impacts,
these additions are not expected to cause standards or
guidelines to be exceeded. Waste management activities
could substantially increase waste shipments leaving

the site.
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Los Alamos
National Laboratory

Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) has been

a major Department of Energy (DOE) site since 1943,
providing nuclear weapons research and development
and related projects. LANL is located on 43 square miles,
25 miles north of Santa Fe in north central New Mexico.

ANL is considered in the Waste Management

Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

(WM PEIS) as a potential waste management

site for its own, and in some alternatives, other
sites’ low-level mixed waste (LLMW), low-level waste
(LLW), transuranic waste (TRUW), and hazardous waste
(HW). LANL currently does not have an inventory of
high-level waste and is not expected to manage this waste
type in the future.

The estimated total waste inventories, consisting of current
inventory and 20 years of generation for the four waste
rypes at LANL, are shown in the following chart. Also, how
LANL relates to DOE’s entire 20-year projected inventory for
each waste type is provided below as a percentage.
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Current waste management activities at LANL include
the storage of LLMW with the treatment of wastewater
only; treatment and disposal of LLW on site; storage
of TRUW on site; and the transport of HW off site

for treatment. A pollution prevention program has
been developed and is being implemented at LANL
to reduce waste volumes.
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DOE?’s Preferred Alternatives

In the development of a national strategy for each waste
type, LANL’s future role will be shaped in part by DOE’s
preferred alternatives, along with decision criteria dis-
cussed in Section 1.7.3 of the WM PEIS. Although the site’s
role will not be determined until the Records of Decision
for each waste type are issued, the ways in which LANL fits
within each preferred waste management alternative are as
follows.

Low-Level Mixed Waste: DOE prefers to treat LANL's
LLMW on site consistent with LANL's site treatment plan.
LANL could be selected as one of the regional disposal
sites for LLMW.

Low-Level Waste: DOE prefers to treat LANL's LLW on
site. LANL could be selected as one of the regional
disposal sites for LLW.

Transuranic Waste: DOE prefers the Decentralized Alter-
native for onsite treatment and storage of LANL's TRUW.
This alternative could include treatment of TRUW received
from SNL-NM.

Hazardous Waste: DOE prefers the No Action Alternative
where LANL would continue to use commercial facilities
for HW treatment.

Potential Impacts of
Preferred Alternatives

The WM PEIS evaluated potential impacts for LANL under
all of the alternatives that identified a role for the site.
These impacts are discussed in Chapters 6 through 11.
Results of the analyses for LANL under DOE'’s preferred
alternatives are highlighted for the following impacts.

Health Effects

Health risks are principally to workers and could include
physical hazard and latent cancer fatalities from waste
management activities over the 20-year period of analysis.
Collective worker health risk estimates are two fatalities for
LLW depending on whether LANL is selected as a disposal
site, one fatality for TRUW, and less than one fatality for
LLMW. Less than one latent cancer fatality is estimated
among the offsite population for waste management
activities under the preferred alternatives for all waste types
at LANL.

Environmental Effects

The preferred alternatives are not expected to cause
exceedances of air or groundwater quality standards. No
major impacts to ecological resources, land use, infrastruc-
ture, or environmental justice are expected. The program-
matic analyses did not select exact locations for facilities
within site boundaries; some location-specific impacts,
such as to cultural and sensitive ecological resources, could
require impacts assessment when exact locations are
determined.

Transportation

Under the preferred alternatives, the maximum total number
of LLMW, LLW and TRUW shipments to and from LANL
is estimated to be 20,170 truck or 7,810 rail shipments.

Site Employment

Under the preferred alternatives, the annual workforce
required for waste management operations is estimated to
average 1,012 workers. This could include workers cur-
rently employed for existing waste management operations.

Cumulative Effects

Cumulative health risk and environmental impacts are
primarily caused by existing conditions and other actions at
the site. Although waste management activities may add to
cumulative impacts, these additions are not expected to

" cause standards or guidelines to be exceeded. Waste

management activities could greatly increase waste
shipments leaving the site.




Nevada Test Site

The Nevada Test Site (NTS) has been the primary location
for testing nuclear explosive devices since 1957. NTS

is also a low-level waste disposal site. NTS occupies 1,350
square miles of desert valley and mountain terrain, 65
miles northwest of Las Vegas in southern Nevada.

TS is considered in the Waste Management

Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

(WM PEIS) as a potential waste management

site for its own low-level mixed waste (LLMW),
low-level waste (LLW), and transuranic waste (TRUW)
and, in some alternatives, other sites’ LLMW and LLW.
NTS does not have an inventory of high-level waste and is
not considered a major generator of hazardous waste.

The estimated total waste inventories, consisting of current
inventory and 20 years of generation for the three waste
types at NTS, are shown in the following chart. Also, how
NTS relates to DOE’s entire 20-year projected inventory for
each waste type is provided below as a percentage.
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Current waste management activities at NTS include
the storage of LLMW with the treatment of wastewater
only, treatment and disposal of LLW on site, and storage
of TRUW on site. A waste minimization and pollution
prevention plan has been developed and is being
implemented at NTS to reduce waste volumes.
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DOE’s Preferred Alternatives

In the development of a national strategy for each waste
type, NTS's future role will be shaped in part by DOE’s
preferred alternatives, along with decision criteria dis-
cussed in Section 1.7.3 of the WM PEIS. Although the site’s
role will not be determined until the Records of Decision
for each waste type are issued, the ways in which NTS fits
within each preferred waste management alternative are as
follows.

Low-Level Mixed Waste: DOE prefers regionalized
treatment of NTS’ LLMW. Under this alternative, NTS’
LLMW would be shipped off site for treatment. NTS could
be selected as one of the regional disposal sites for LLMW.

Low-Level Waste: DOE prefers to treat NTS” LLW on site.

NTS could be selected as one of the regional disposal sites
for LLW.

Transuranic Waste: DOE prefers the Decentralized
Alternative for onsite treatment and storage of NTS’
TRUW.

Potential Impacts of
Preferred Alternatives

The WM PEIS evaluated NTS for potential impacts under

all of the alternatives that identified a role for the site. These
impacts are discussed in Chapters 6 through 11. Results of
the analyses for NTS under DOE’s preferred alternatives are
highlighted for the following impacts.

Health Effects

Health risks are principally to workers and could include
physical hazard and latent cancer fatalities from waste manage-
ment activities over the 20-year period of analysis. Collective
worker health risk estimates are one fatality for LLMW and
three fatalities for LLW, depending on whether NTS is selected
as a disposal site, and less than one fatality for TRUW. Among
the offsite population latent cancer fatalities are estimated to be
essentially zero for waste management activities under the

preferred alternatives for all waste types at NTS.

Environmental Effects

The preferred alternatives are not expected to cause exceed-
ances of groundwater quality standards. Equipment and vehicu-
lar emissions could require mitigative measures to meet air
quality standards for nonattainment areas in the region. No major
impacts to ecological resources, land use, infrastructure, or
environmental justice are expected. The programmatic analyses
did not select exact locations for facilities within site boundaries;
some location-specific impacts, such as to cultural and sensitive
ecological resources, could require impacts assessment when
exact locations are determined.

Transportation

Under the preferred alternatives, the maximum total number of
shipments of TRUW is estimated to be 90 truck or rail ship-
ments. The total number of shipments of LLMW and LLW to
and from NTS is dependent upon DOE’s final selection of
disposal sites for these wastes. Centralized disposal of LLW,
which was analyzed in the WM PEIS, could result in approxi-
mately 242,000 to 257,000 truck shipments or 91,000 to 97,000
rail shipments to a single site; centralized disposal of LLMW
could result in 7,500 to 9,600 truck shipments or 3,300 to 3,700

rail shipments.

Site Employment

Under the preferred alternatives, the annual workforce required
for waste management operations is estimated to average 1,535
workers. This could include workers currently employed for

existing waste management operations.

Cumulative Effects

Cumulative health risk and environmental impacts are primarily
caused by existing conditions and other actions at the site.
Although waste management activities may add to cumulative
impacts, these additions are not expected to cause standards or
guidelines to be exceeded, except for air quality criteria air
pollutants (CO ). Waste management activities could greatly
increase waste shipments entering or leaving the site.
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Oak Ridge
Reservation

For the past 50 years, the U.S. Department of Energy’s
(DOE'’s) mission has involved weapons production,
uranium enrichment, and energy research — all of which
have contributed to the legacy of complex environmental
cleanup challenges at the Oak Ridge Reservation (ORR).
The Reservation consists of three separate sites, situated on
54.7 square miles in eastern Tennessee: a national labora-
tory, a manufacturing and developmental engineering
plant, and a former gaseous diffusion plant. Presently,
ORR's mission includes environmental restoration, waste
management, energy and medical research, defense
programs, and technology transfer.

RR is considered in the Waste Management
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
(WM PEIS) as a potential waste management site
for its own and, in some alternatives, other sites’
low-level mixed waste (LLMW), low-level waste (LLW),
transuranic waste (TRUW), and hazardous waste (HW).
ORR currently does not have an inventory of high-level
waste and is not expected to manage this waste type in
the future.

The estimated total waste inventories, consisting of current
inventory and 20 years of generation for the four waste
types analyzed at ORR, are shown in the following chart.
Also, how ORR relates to DOE'’s entire 20-year projected
inventory for each waste type is provided below as a
percentage.
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Current waste management activities at ORR include

the treatment and storage of LLMW on site, treatment

and disposal of LLW on site, storage of TRUW on site,
treatment of organic HW on site, and the transport of
remaining HW off site for treatment. A pollution prevention
program has been developed and is being implemented at
ORR to reduce waste volumes.
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DOE’s Preferred Alternatives

In the development of a national strategy for each waste
type, ORR’s future role will be shaped in part by DOE’s
preferred alternatives, along with decision criteria dis-
cussed in Section 1.7.3 of the WM PEIS. Although the site’s
role will not be determined until the Records of Decision
for each waste type are issued, the ways in which ORR fits
within each preferred waste management alternative are as
Joliows.

Low-Level Mixed Waste: DOE prefers regional treatment
of LLMW at ORR consistent with ORR’s site treatment
plan. This alternative could include treatment of LLMW
generated at other sites. ORR could be selected as one of
the regional disposal sites for LLMW.

Low-Level Waste: DOE prefers to treat ORR’s LLW on
site. ORR could be selected as one of the regional disposal
sites for LLW.

Transuranic Waste: DOE prefers the Regionalized Alter-
native for onsite treatment and storage of ORR’s remote-
handled TRUW. This alternative could include treatment
and storage of some remote-handled TRUW received from
SRS. Also, under this alternative, DOE could ship ORR’s
contact-handled TRUW to SRS for treatment and storage.

Hazardous Waste: DOE prefers the No Action Alternative
where organic HW at ORR would continue to be treated on
site. ORR would continue to use commercial facilities for
all other HW treatment.

Potential Impacts of
Preferred Alternatives

The WM PEIS evaluated potential impacts for ORR under
all of the alternatives that identified a role for the site.
These impacts are discussed in Chapters 6 through 11.
Results of the analyses for ORR under DOE'’s preferred
alternatives are highlighted for the following impacts.

Health Effects

Health risks are principally to workers and could include
physical hazard and latent cancer fatalities from waste
management activities over the 20-year period of analysis.
Collective worker health risk estimates are one fatality each
for LLMW and LLW, depending on whether ORR is
selected as a disposal site, and less than one fatality for
TRUW. Among the offsite population latent cancer
fatalities are estimated to be essentially zero for waste
management activities under the preferred alternatives for
all waste types at ORR.

Environmental Effects

The preferred alternatives are not expected to cause
exceedances of air quality standards. To meet drinking
water standards, performance-based waste acceptance
criteria may be needed for onsite disposal of LLMW. No
major impacts to ecological resources, land use, infrastruc-
ture, or environmental justice are expected. The program-
matic analyses did not select exact locations for facilities
within site boundaries; some location-specific impacts,
such as to cultural and sensitive ecological resources, could
require impacts assessment when exact locations are
determined.

Transportation

Under the preferred alternatives, the maximum total number
of LLMW, LLW and TRUW shipments to and from ORR is
estimated to be 69,130 truck or 26,490 rail shipments.

Site Employment

Under the preferred alternatives, the annual workforce
required for waste management operations is estimated to
average 1,658 workers. This could include workers cur-
rently employed for existing waste management operations.

Cumulative Effects

Cumulative health risk and environmental impacts are
primarily caused by existing conditions and other actions at
the site. Although waste management activities may add to
cumulative impacts, these additions are not expected to
cause standards or guidelines to be exceeded. However, to
meet drinking water standards, performance-based waste
acceptance criteria may be needed for onsite disposal of
LLMW. Waste management activities could greatly
increase waste shipments entering or leaving the site.
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Paducah Gaseous
Diffusion Plant

The Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant (PGDP) has been
a major Department of Energy (DOE) site for more than
40 years, producing enriched uranium for commercial
nuclear power reactors in the United States and overseas.
PGDP is located on 5.4 square miles in western Kentucky.

GDP is considered in the Waste Management

Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

(WM PEIS) as a potential waste management site

for its own low-level mixed waste (LLMW),
low-level waste (LLW), and transuranic waste (TRUW)
and, in some alternatives, other sites’ LLMW and LLW.
PGDP currently does not have an inventory of high-level
waste and is not expected to manage this waste type in the
future. In addition, PGDP is not considered a major
generator of hazardous waste.

The estimated total waste inventories, including current
inventory and 20 years of generation for the three waste
types at PGDP, are shown in the following chart. Also, how
PGDP relates to DOE’s entire 20-year projected inventory
for each waste type is provided below as a percentage.
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Current waste management activities at PGDP include

the storage of LLMW with the treatment of wastewater
only, preparation of LLW for shipment off site for disposal,
and storage of TRUW on site. A waste minimization and
pollution prevention program has been developed

and is being implemented at PGDP to reduce waste volumes.
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DOE’s Preferred Alternatives

In the development of a national strategy for each waste
type, PGDP'’s future role will be shaped in part by DOE’s
preferred alternatives, along with decision criteria dis-
cussed in Section 1.7.3 of the WM PEIS. Although the site’s
role will not be determined until the Records of Decision
for each waste type are issued, the ways in which PGDP fits
within each preferred waste management alternative are as
Jollows.

Low-Level Mixed Waste: DOE prefers to treat most of
PGDP’s LLMW at an offsite regional treatment facility,
although some LLMW would be treated on site, consistent
with PGDP’s site treatment plan. DOE prefers to ship
PGDP’s LLMW to one of 2 or 3 regional disposal sites.

Low-Level Waste: DOE prefers to treat PGDP’s LLW on
site. DOE prefers to ship PGDP’s LLW to one of 2 or 3
regional disposal sites.

Transuranic Waste: DOE prefers onsite treatment and
storage of PGDP’s TRUW.

Potential Impacts of
Preferred Alternatives

The WM PEIS evaluated potential impacts for PGDP under
all of the alternatives that identified a role for this site.
These impacts are discussed in Chapters 6 through 11.
Results of the analyses for PGDP under DOE’s preferred
alternatives are highlighted for the following impacts.

Health Effects

Latent cancer fatalities among the offsite population are
estimated to be essentially zero, and collective physical
hazard and latent cancer risks to workers are less than one
fatality, for waste management activities under the pre-
ferred alternatives for all waste types at PGDP.

Environmental Effects

The preferred alternatives are not expected to cause
exceedances of air quality standards. No major impacts to
ecological resources, land use, infrastructure, or environ-
mental justice are expected. The programmatic analyses did
not select exact locations for facilities within site bound-
aries; some location-specific impacts, such as to cuitural
and sensitive ecological resources, could require impacts
assessment when exact locations are determined.

Transportation

Under the preferred alternatives, the total number of
LLMW, LLW, and TRUW shipments from PGDP is
estimated to be 6,330 truck or 2,410 rail shipments.

Site Employment

Under the preferred alternatives, the annual workforce
required for waste management operations is estimated to
average 157 workers. This could include workers currently
employed for existing waste management operations.

Cumulative Effects

Cumulative health risk and environmental impacts are
primarily caused by existing conditions and other actions at
the site. Although waste management activities may add to
cumulative impacts, these additions are not expected to
cause standards or guidelines to be exceeded. Waste
management activities could substantially increase waste
shipments leaving the site.




site Summary

Pantex Plant

The Pantex Plant has been a major Department of Energy
(DOE) site for more than 40 years, providing nuclear
weapons assembly facilities. The mission of the Pantex
Plant includes disassembly, assembly, quality evaluation,
and maintenance of the U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile.
The site is also a candidate for tritium supply and recy-
cling. The Pantex Plant, consisting of 15.8 square miles
of DOE-owned land and 9.2 square miles of land leased
from Texas Tech University, is located about 1 7 miles
northeast of Amarillo, Texas.

he Pantex Plant is considered in the Waste
Management Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement (WM PEIS) as a potential waste
management site for its own low-level mixed
waste (LLMW), low-level waste (LLW), and hazardous
waste (HW). The Pantex Plant currently has a very small
amount of transuranic waste (TRUW). The Pantex Plant
currently does not have an inventory of high-level waste
and is not expected to manage this waste type in the future.

The estimated total waste inventories, consisting of current
inventory and 20 years of generation for the three waste
types at the Pantex Plant, are shown in the following chart.
Also, how Pantex relates to DOE's entire 20-year projected
inventory for each waste type is provided below as a
percentage.
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Current waste management activities at the Pantex Plant
include the storage of LLMW with the treatment of
wastewater only, preparation of LLW for shipment off site
for disposal, and the transport of HW off site for treatment.
A pollution prevention and waste minimization program
has been developed and is being implemented at the Pantex
Plant to reduce waste volumes.
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Pantex

DOE’s Preferred Alternatives

In the development of a national strategy for each waste
type, Pantex’s future role will be shaped in part by DOE's
preferred alternatives, along with decision criteria dis-
cussed in Section 1.7.3 of the WM PEIS. Although the site’s
role will not be determined until the Records of Decision
for each waste type are issued, the ways in which Pantex
fits within each preferred waste management alternative
are as follows.

Low-Level Mixed Waste: DOE prefers to treat LLMW
generated at Pantex on site consistent with Pantex'’s site
treatment plan. DOE prefers to ship Pantex’s LLMW to one
of 2 or 3 regional disposal sites.

Low-Level Waste: DOE prefers to treat LLW generated at
Pantex on site. DOE prefers to ship Pantex’s LLW to one of
2 or 3 regional disposal sites.

Transuranic Waste: DOE prefers offsite treatment and
storage of Pantex's very small amount of TRUW.

Hazardous Waste: DOE prefers the No Action Alternative
where Pantex would continue to use commercial facilities
for HW treatment.

Potential Impacts of
Preferred Alternatives

The WM PEIS evaluated potential impacts for Pantex under
all of the alternatives that identified a role for the site.
These impacts are discussed in Chapters 6 through 11.
Results of the analyses for Pantex under DOE’s preferred
alternatives are highlighted for the following impacts.

Health Effects

Latent cancer fatalities among the offsite population are
estimated to be essentially zero, and collective physical
hazard and latent cancer risks to workers are less than one
fatality, for waste management activities under the pre-
ferred alternatives for all waste types at Pantex.

Environmental Effects

The preferred alternatives are not expected to cause
exceedances of air quality standards. No major impacts to
ecological resources, land use, infrastructure, or environ-
mental justice are expected. The programmatic analyses did
not select exact locations for facilities within site bound-
aries; some location-specific impacts, such as to cultural
and sensitive ecological resources, could require impacts
assessment when exact locations are determined.

Transportation

Under the preferred alternatives, the total number of
LLMW and LLW shipments from the Pantex Plant is
estimated at 460 truck or 190 rail shipments.

Site Employment

Under the preferred alternatives, the annual workforce
required for waste management operations is estimated to
average 102 workers. This could include workers currently
employed for existing waste management operations.

Cumulative Effects

Cumulative health risks are primarily caused by waste
management activities; however, the maximum cumulative
increase in radiation dose to the offsite population is
estimated to be well below the EPA standard of 10 mil-
lirems per year to the maximally exposed individual.
Cumulative environmental impacts are primarily caused by
existing conditions and other actions at the site. Although
waste management activities may add to cumulative
impacts, these additions are not expected to cause standards
or guidelines to be exceeded.




site Summary

Portsmouth Gaseous

Diffusion Plant

The Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant (PORTS) has
been a major Department of Energy (DOE) site for more
than 40 years, producing enriched uranium. PORTS is
located on 6.3 square miles, about 22 miles northeast of
Portsmouth, Ohio.

ORTS is considered in the Waste Management

Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

(WM PEIS) as a potential waste management site

for its own low-level mixed waste (LLMW) and
low-level waste (LLW) and, in some alternatives, other
sites’ LLMW and LLW. PORTS currently does not have an
inventory of transuranic waste or high-level waste and is
not expected to manage these waste types in the future. In
addition, PORTS is not considered a major generator of
hazardous waste. '

The estimated total waste inventories, consisting of
current inventory and 20 years of generation for the two
waste types at PORTS, are shown in the following chart.
Also, how PORTS relates to DOE'’s entire 20-year projected
inventory for each waste type is provided below as a
percentage.
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Current waste management activities at PORTS include the
storage of LLMW with the treatment of wastewater only
and preparation of LLW for shipment off site for disposal.
A waste minimization and pollution prevention program
has been developed and is being implemented at PORTS to
reduce waste volumes.
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DOE’s Preferred Alternatives

In the development of a national strategy for each waste
type, PORTS'’s future role will be shaped in part by DOE’s
preferred alternatives, along with decision criteria dis-
cussed in Section 1.7.3 of the WM PEIS. Although the site’s
role will not be determined until the Records of Decision
for each waste type are issued, the ways in which PORTS
fits within each preferred waste management alternative
are as follows.

Low-Level Mixed Waste: DOE prefers to treat PORTS’
LLMW on site consistent with Portsmouth’s site treatment
plan. DOE prefers to ship PORTS’ LLMW to one of2or3
regional disposal sites.

Low-Level Waste: DOE prefers to treat PORTS’ LLW on
site. DOE prefers to ship PORTS’ LLW to one of 2 or 3

regional disposal sites.

m

Potential Impacts of
Preferred Alternatives

The WM PEIS evaluated potential impacts for PORTS
under all of the alternatives that identified a role for the
site. These impacts are discussed in Chapters 6 through 11.
Results of the analyses for PORTS under DOE's preferred
alternatives are highlighted for the following impacts.

Health Effects

Latent cancer fatalities among the offsite population are
estimated to be essentially zero, and collective physical
hazard and latent cancer risks to workers are less than one
fatality, for waste management activities under the pre-
ferred alternatives for all waste types at PORTS.

Environmental Effects

The preferred alternatives are not expected to cause
exceedances of air quality standards. No major impacts to
ecological resources, land use, infrastructure, or environ-
mental justice are expected. The programmatic analyses did
not select exact locations for facilities within site bound-
aries; some location-specific impacts, such as to cultural
and sensitive ecological resources, could require impacts
assessment when exact locations are determined.

Transportation

Under the preferred alternatives, the total number of
LLMW and LLW shipments from PORTS is estimated to
be 34,090 truck or 13,000 rail shipments.

Site Employment

Under the preferred alternatives, the annual workforce
required for waste management operations is estimated to
average 399 workers. This could include workers currently
employed for existing waste management operations.

Cumulative Effects

Cumulative health risk and environmental impacts are
primarily caused by existing conditions and other actions at
the site. Although waste management activities may add to
cumulative impacts, these additions are not expected to
cause standards or guidelines to be exceeded. Waste
management activities could greatly increase waste
shipments leaving the site.




Rocky Flats
Environmental
Technology Site

The Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site (RFETS)
has been a major Department of Energy (DOE) site for
more than 40 years, producing nuclear weapons compo-
nents from plutonium and other metals. In 1992, its mission
changed to environmental restoration and decontamination
and decommissioning. RFETS occupies 11 square miles,
approximately 16 miles northwest of Denver, Colorado.

FETS is considered in the Waste Management
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
(WM PEIS) as a potential waste management
site for its own low-level mixed waste (LLMW),
low-level waste (LLW), and transuranic waste (TRUW) and,
in some alternatives, other sites’ LLMW and LLW. RFETS
currently does not have an inventory of high-level waste
and is not expected to manage this waste type in the future.
In addition, RFETS is not considered a major generator
of hazardous waste.

The estimated total waste inventories, consisting of current
inventory and 20 years of generation for the three waste
types at RFETS, are shown in the following chart. Also,
how RFETS relates to DOE'’s entire 20-year projected
inventory for each waste type is provided below as a
percentage.
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Current waste management activities at RFETS include
the storage of LLMW with the treatment of wastewater

. only, preparation of LLW for shipment off site for disposal,
and storage of TRUW on site. A waste minimization
program has been developed and is being implemented at
RFETS to reduce waste volumes.
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DOE’s Preferred Alternatives

In the development of a national strategy for each waste
type, RFETS's future role will be shaped in part by DOE’s
preferred alternatives, along with decision criteria dis-
cussed in Section 1.7.3 of the WM PEIS. Although the site’s
role will not be determined until the Records of Decision
for each waste type are issued, the ways in which RFETS
fits within each preferred waste management alternative

are as follows.

Low-Level Mixed Waste: DOE prefers to treat RFETS’
LLMW on site consistent with RFETS’ site treatment plan.
DOE prefers to ship RFETS’ LLMW to one of 2 or 3
regional disposal sites.

Low-Level Waste: DOE prefers to treat RFETS’ LLW on
site. DOE prefers to ship RFETS’ LLW to one of 2 or 3
regional disposal sites.

Transuranic Waste: DOE prefers the Decentralized Alter-
native for onsite treatment and storage of some of RFETS’
TRUW. Some of RFETS’ TRUW could be treated at INEL.

Potential Impacts of
Preferred Alternatives

The WM PEIS evaluated potential impacts for RFETS under
all of the alternatives that identified a role for the site.
These impacts are discussed in Chapters 6 through 11.
Results of the analyses for RFETS under DOE's preferred
alternatives are highlighted for the following impacts.

Health Effects

The largest estimated health risks are to workers and are
related to the waste volumes being handled. Physical
accidents typically result in a higher potential for fatalities
than exposure to radiation. One worker fatality could occur
for the preferred treatment alternative for LLMW. Among
the offsite population, latent cancer fatalities are estimated
to be essentially zero for waste management activities under
the preferred alternatives for all waste types at RFETS.

Environmental Effects

Under the preferred alternatives, equipment and vehicular
emissions could require mitigative measures to meet air
quality standards for nonattainment areas in the region. No
major impacts to ecological resources, land use, infrastruc-
ture, or environmental justice are expected. The program-
matic analyses did not select exact locations for facilities
within site boundaries; some location-specific impacts,

“such as to cultural and sensitive ecological resources, could

require impacts assessment when exact locations are
determined.

Transportation

Under the preferred alternatives, the total number of
LLMW, LLW and TRUW shipments from RFETS is
estimated to be 6,920 truck or 2,690 rail shipments.

Site Employment

Under the preferred alternatives, the annual workforce
required for waste management operations is estimated to
average 774 workers. This could include workers currently
employed for existing waste management operations.

Cumulative Effects

Cumulative health risks are primarily caused by waste
management activities; however, the maximum cumulative
increase in radiation dose to the offsite population is
estimated to be below the EPA standard of 10 millirems
per year to the maximally exposed individual. Cumulative
environmental impacts are primarily caused by existing
conditions and other actions at the site. Although waste
management activities may add to cumulative impacts,
these additions are not expected to cause standards or
guidelines to be exceeded, except for air quality criteria air
pollutants (CO and NO,). Waste management activities
could greatly increase waste shipments leaving the site.




-Sandia National
Laboratories

Sandia National Laboratories-New Mexico (SNL-NM)
is a major Department of Energy (DOE) research and
development laboratory with a primary mission of
developing, engineering, and testing non-nuclear
components of nuclear weapons. SNL-NM is located
on 4.4 square miles southeast of Albuguerque,

New Mexico, on the Kirtland Air Force Base.

NL-NM is considered in the Waste Management
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
(WM PEIS) as a potential waste management site
for its own low-level mixed waste (LLMW),
low-level waste (LLW), transuranic waste (TRUW), and
hazardous waste (HW). SNL-NM currently does not have an
inventory of high-level waste and is not expected to
manage this waste type in the future. The WM PEIS
includes waste volumes for ITRI in its evaluation of SNL-
NM as a candidate site for waste management facilities.

The estimated total waste inventories, consisting of current
inventory and 20 years of generation for the four waste
types at SNL-NM, are shown in the following chart. Also,
how SNL-NM relates to DOE’s entire 20-year projected
inventory for each waste type is provided below as a
percentage.
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Current waste management activities at SNL-NM include
the storage of LLMW with the treatment of wastewater
only, preparation of LLW for shipment off site for disposal,
storage of TRUW on site, and the transport of HW off site
for treatment. A waste minimization and pollution preven-
tion plan has been developed and is being implemented at
SNL-NM to reduce waste volumes.
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DOE’s Preferred Alternatives

In the development of a national strategy for each waste
type, SNL-NM's future role will be shaped in part by DOE’s
preferred alternatives, along with decision criteria dis-
cussed in Section 1.7.3 of the WM PEIS. Although the site’s
role will not be determined until the Records of Decision
for each waste type are issued, the ways in which SNL-NM
fits within each preferred waste management alternative
are as follows.

Low-Level Mixed Waste: DOE prefers to treat SNL-NM’s
LLMW on site consistent with SNL-NM’s site treatment
plan. DOE prefers to ship SNL-NM’s LLMW to one of 2
or 3 regional disposal sites.

Low-Level Waste: DOE prefers to treat SNL-NM’s LLW
on site. DOE prefers to ship SNL-NM’s LLW to one of 2 or
3 regional disposal sites.

Transuranic Waste: DOE prefers the offsite treatment and
storage of SNL-NM’s TRUW.

Hazardous Waste: DOE prefers the No Action Alternaiive
where SNL-NM would continue to use commercial
facilities for HW treatment.

Potential Impacts of
Preferred Alternatives

The WM PEIS evaluated potential impacts for SNL-NM
under all of the alternatives that identified a role for the
site. These impacts are discussed in Chapters 6 through 11.
Results of the analyses for SNL-NM under DOE’s preferred
alternatives are highlighted for the following impacts.

Health Effects

Latent cancer fatalities among the offsite population are
estimated to be essentially zero, and collective physical
hazard and latent cancer risks to workers are less than one
fatality, for waste management activities under the pre-
ferred alternatives for all waste types at SNL-NM.,

Environmental Effects

The preferred alternatives are not expected to cause
exceedances of air quality standards. No major impacts to
ecological resources, land use, infrastructure, or environ-
mental justice are expected. The programmatic analyses did
not select exact locations for facilities within site bound-
aries; some location-specific impacts, such as to cultural
and sensitive ecological resources, could require impacts
assessment when exact locations are determined.

Transportation

Under the preferred alternatives, the total number of
LLMW, LLW, and TRUW shipments from SNL-NM is
estimated to be 370 truck or 180 rail shipments.

Site Employment

Under the preferred alternatives, the annual workforce
required for waste management operations is estimated to
average 46 workers. This could include workers currently
employed for existing waste management operations.

Cumulative Effects

Cumulative health risk and environmental impacts are
primarily caused by existing conditions and other actions at
the site. Although waste management activities may add to
cumulative impacts, these additions are not expected to
cause standards or guidelines to be exceeded. Waste
management activities could greatly increase waste
shipments leaving the site.




Savannah River Site

The Savannah River Site (SRS) has played a major role in
national security for more than 40 years, producing nuclear
materials (primarily plutonium and tritium) for weapons,
managing the resulting radioactive and hazardous waste,
and performing a variety of missions related to energy
research and nuclear materials management. SRS is
located on approximately 310 square miles, about 20 miles
south of Aiken, South Carolina, and 25 miles southeast of
Augusta, Georgia.

RS is considered in the Waste Management
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
(WM PEIS) as a potential waste management site
for its own low-level mixed waste (LLMW),
low-level waste (LLW), transuranic waste (TRUW), high-
level waste (HLW), hazardous waste (HW), and, in some
alternatives, other sites’ LLMW, LLW, TRUW and HLW.

The estimated total waste inventories, consisting of current
inventory and 20 years of generation for the five waste
types at SRS, are shown in the following chart. Also, how SRS
relates to DOE’s entire 20-year projected inventory for each
waste type is provided below as a percentage.
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Current waste management activities at SRS include the
treatment and storage of LLMW, treatment and disposal
of LLW on site, storage of TRUW on site, storage of HLW
on site pending disposal in a geologic repository, and the
transport of HW off site for treatment. A waste minimiza-
tion and pollution prevention plan has been developed and
is being implemented at SRS to reduce waste volumes.
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(commercial (DOE an'd
facilities) commercial
facilives)

*® Minimum treatment in 2 subalternatives.
RH = Remote-handled TRUW. CH = Contact-handled TRUW.
= DOE's preferred alternatives. DOE does not vet have site preferences
for LLMW and LLW disposal.




DOE’s Preferred Alternatives

In the development of a national strategy for each waste type,
SRS’ future role will be shaped in part by DOE’s preferred
alternatives, along with decision criteria discussed in Section
1.7.3 of the WM PEIS. Although the site’s role will not be
determined until the Records of Decision for each waste type are
issued, the ways in which SRS fits within each preferred waste
management alternative are as follows.

Low-Level Mixed Waste: DOE prefers regionalized treatment of
LLMW at SRS. This alternative includes onsite treatment of
SRS’s LLMW and could include treatment of LLMW generated at
other sites. LLMW activities at SRS would be conducted in
accordance with SRS'’s site treatment plan. SRS could be selected
as one of the regional disposal sites for LLMW.

Low-Level Waste: DOE prefers to treat SRS’ LLW on site. SRS
could be selected as one of the regional disposal sites for LLW.

Transuranic Waste: DOE prefers the Regionalized Alternative
for onsite treatment and storage of SRS’ contact-handled TRUW.
Under this alternative, some contact-handled TRUW could be
received from ORR for treatment and storage. Also, DOE could
ship SRS’ remote-handled TRUW to ORR for treatment and
storage.

High-Level Waste: DOE prefers onsite storage of SRS’ immobi-
lized HLW pending disposal in a geologic repository.

Hazardous Waste: DOE prefers the No Action Alternative where
SRS would continue to use commercial facilities for HW
treatment.

Potential Impacts of
Preferred Alternatives

The WM PEIS evaluated potential impacts for SRS under

all of the alternatives that identified a role for the site. These
impacts are discussed in Chapters 6 through 11. Results of the
analyses for SRS under DOE's preferred alternatives are high-
lighted for the following impacts.

Health Effects

Health risks are primarily to workers and could include fatalities
from waste management activities over the 20-year period of
analysis. Collective worker health risk estimates are one fatality for
LLMW and five fatalities for LLW, depending on whether SRS is
selected as a disposal site, one fatality for HLW, and less than one
fatality for TRUW. Less than one latent cancer fatality is estimated
among the offsite population for waste management activities under
the preferred altematives for all waste types at SRS.

Environmental Effects

The preferred alternatives are not expected to cause exceedances of
air quality standards. To meet drinking water standards, perfor-
marnce-based waste acceptance criteria may be needed for onsite
disposal of LLMW. Expenditures for WM activities could cause
socioeconomic effects that include the benefits of increased
regional employment and income as well as regional population
growth that could alter community structure and stress available
housing and community services. No major impacts to ecological
resources, land use, infrastructure, or environmental justice are
expected. The programmatic analyses did not select exact locations
for facilities within site boundaries; some location-specific impacts,
such as to cultural and sensitive ecological resources, could require
impacts assessment when exact locations are determined.

Transportation

Under the preferred alternatives, the maximum total number of
LLMW, LLW, TRUW, and HLW shipments to and from SRS is
estimated to be 74,862 truck or 27,275 rail shipments.

Site Employment

Under the preferred alteratives, the annual workforce required for
waste management operations is estimated to average 2,406
workers. This could include workers currently employed for
existing waste management operations.

Cumulative Effects

Cumulative health risk and environmental impacts are primarily
caused by existing conditions and other actions at the site. Al-
though waste management activities may add to cumulative
impacts, these additions are not expected to cause standards or
guidelines to be exceeded. However, to meet drinking water
standards, performance-based waste acceptance criteria may be
needed for onsite disposal of LLMW and LLW. Waste management
activities could greatly increase waste shipments entering or leaving
the site.




Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Site

The Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) is a Department

of Energy (DOE) research and development facility for the
safe and permanent disposal of defense-generated transu-
ranic waste (TRUW). WIPP will become a permanent
disposal site for TRUW if it meets all regulatory requirements
and DOE decides to open it. The WIPP site is located on 16
square miles in southeastern New Mexico, approximately
25 miles from Carlsbad.

IPP is considered in the Waste Management

Programmatic Environmental Impact

Statement (WM PEIS) as a potential

geologic disposal site for TRUW from other
DOE sites. The WIPP site does not currently manage or
contain waste.

In 1981, DOE issued a Record of Decision for the phased
development of WIPP. In 1990, a subsequent Record of
Decision was issued that called for the continuation of the
phased development of WIPP. To support a decision on
whether to proceed to disposal, DOE prepared a second
Supplemental EIS (SEIS II) to evaluate impacts associated
with disposal at the site. Also, a number of regulatory and
legislative requirements must be met before shipments of
TRUW for disposal at WIPP could begin.

DOE’s current strategy is to have all TRUW meet the WIPP
waste acceptance criteria established by DOE in consultation
with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the
State of New Mexico. These criteria are not yet final and may
be modified to require more extensive treatment of TRUW
before disposal. The WM PEIS only analyzes the role of the
WIPP site with respect to the treatment of TRUW. The
environmental impacts of TRUW disposal at WIPP are
evaluated in the WIPP SEIS Il mentioned above. If certified
as a TRUW disposal site by EPA, WIPP will operate as a
repository, accepting TRUW for approximately 35 years
(under the Proposed Action in the WIPP SEIS II). At the
end of that time, DOE will backfill and permanently seal
the facility.
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TRUW

Waste Management
Alternatives at WIPP

No Action

Storage
Off Site

Tre ltmcxit.
. .-Off Site

Treatment
ite
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Treatment
On Site
{including
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TRUW only)

Treatment
f Site
(remote-handled)

Storage
Oﬁ?xgw

Storage
Off Site

Storage
On Site
(conact-handied

only)

Storage
Off Site

(remote-handled)

= DOE's preferred alternatives.




Potential Impacts of
Preferred Alternative

The WM PEIS evaluated WIPP only under the Centralized
Alternative, in which treatment of TRUW would occur at
WIPP. These impacts are discussed in Chapter 8. However,
in the preferred Decentralized Alternative, treatment of
TRUW would occur elsewhere. The potential impacts of
TRUW disposal have been assessed in previous EISs and
the WIPP SEIS I1.

DOE’s Preferred Alternative

In the development of a national strategy for each waste
type, WIPP’s future role will be shaped in part by DOE’s
preferred alternatives, along with decision criteria dis-
cussed in Section 1.7.3 of the WM PEIS, the WIPP SEIS 11,
and regulatory requirements. Although the site’s role will not
be determined until the Records of Decision are issued and
other requirements are met, the way in which WIPP fits
within the preferred waste management alternative for
TRUW is as follows.

Transuranic Waste; DOE prefers the Decentralized
Alternative in which all DOE-generated TRUW would be
treated and stored at the sites where it is generated and then
shipped to WIPP for disposal. Although the FFC Act’s
requirement for a Site Treatment Plan would not apply to
WIPP, DOE did include management plans for mixed
TRUW in the proposed site treatment plans of the sites
where mixed TRUW is currently being managed.




West Valley
Demonstration
Project

The West Valley Demonstration Project (WVDP) is located
on the site of the only U.S. commercial nuclear fuel
reprocessing plant, which recycled fuel from commercial
and federally owned reactors until 1972. Under the WVDP
Act, a Public Law enacted by Congress in 1980, the
Department of Energy (DOE) is required to develop and
demonstrate a technology for solidifying high-level waste
in preparation for disposal. Other WVDP activities include
programs for waste management and decontamination and
"decommissioning. The WVDP is located on 0.3 square mile
in West Valley, approximately 31 miles south of Buffalo,
New York.

VDP is considered in the Waste Management

Programmatic Environmental Impact

Statement (WM PEIS) as a potential waste

management site for its own low-level mixed
waste (LLMW), low-level waste (LLW), transuranic waste
(TRUW), and high-level waste (HLW). WVDP currently
does not have a large inventory of hazardous waste and is
not expected to manage large quantities of this waste type
in the future.

The estimated total waste inventories, consisting of current
inventory and 20 years of generation for the four waste
types at WVDP, are shown in the following chart. Also, how
WVDP relates to DOE’s entire 20-year projected inventory
for each waste type is provided below as a percentage.

42,000 m?

(3% of DOE LLW) 340 canisters

{volume of 8 canister = « .9 m?)

55 m? 5m? (2% of DOE HLW) —
— (0.02% of DOE LLMW} {~0% of DOE TRQW)
LLMW LLW TRUW HLW

Current waste management activities at WVDP include the
storage of LLMW with the treatment of wastewater only,
preparation of LLW for shipment off site for disposal,
storage of TRUW on site, and the storage of HLW on site
pending disposal in a geologic repository. A waste minimiza-
tion/pollution prevention program has been developed and is
being implemented at WVDP to reduce waste volumes.

Waste Management
Alternatives at WVDP

No Action \I)n‘clllr;lli/r(l\ Rr;:iuu;lli/ul\ Centrealized
Treatment | Treatment Treatment
( On Site On rsr;[een f Site
wastewater only)
Storage Disposal Disposal
On Site On Site Oft Site
3 subalternatives: | 2 subalternatives:
Treatment ,llﬁ'lf_glaltrr!:’lg&
Minimum Minimum Off Site n Site
Tament | TS | pisposal
isposa i
Oifsie | rpgsal
4b .“nu‘m”wi”’,f" 3 subalternatives:
: Um " | Trearment
Disposal Disposal | -¥satment | “Off Site
OifSite | OnSite |..OnSie:
“Dispgsal - |  Disposal
. ONSie | oS
Treatme t | Treatment | Treatment
Gatie | OffSite | Off Site
Storage
On Site
‘Storage* Storage Storage
- Off Site Off Site Off Site
" Storage
B ;Onrgﬁe
Storage - Storage Storage
On Site Off Site Off Site
Pcn)ing
‘Disposal
Site
(geologic
repository)

* Although the WM PEIS analyses assumed offsite storage, DOE prefers onsite
decentralized storage of WVDP transuranic waste.
= DOE's preferred alternatives.



DOE’s Preferred Alternatives

In the development of a national strategy for each waste
type, WVDP’s future role will be shaped in part by DOE's
preferred alternatives, along with decision criteria dis-
cussed in Section 1.7.3 of the WM PEIS. Although the site’s
role will not be determined until the Records of Decision
for each waste type are issued, the ways in which WWDP
fits within each preferred waste management alternative

are as follows.

Low-Level Mixed Waste: DOE prefers to treat WVDP’s
LLMW according to the Regionalized Alternative and
consistent with WVDP’s site treatment plan. Under this
alternative, WVDP’s LLMW would be shipped off site for
treatment. DOE prefers to ship WVDP’s LLMW to one of
2 or 3 regional disposal sites.

Low-Level Waste: DOE prefers to treat WVDP’s LLW on
site. DOE prefers to ship WVDP’s LLW to one of 2 or 3
regional disposal sites.

Transuranic Waste: DOE prefers the onsite treatment and
storage of WVDP’s TRUW.

High-Level Waste: DOE prefers onsite storage of WVDP’s
immobilized HLW pending disposal in a geologic repository.

Potential Impacts of
Preferred Alternatives

The WM PEIS evaluated potential impacts for WWDP under
all of the alternatives that identified a role for the site.
These impacts are discussed in Chapters 6 through 11.
Results of the analyses for WVDP under DOE'’s preferred
alternatives are highlighted for the following impacts.

Health Effects

Latent cancer fatalities among the offsite population are
estimated to be essentially zero, and collective physical
hazard and latent cancer risks to workers are less than one
fatality, for waste management activities under the pre-
ferred alternatives for all waste types at WVDP,

Environmental Effects :

The preferred alternatives are not expected to cause
exceedances of air quality standards. No major impacts to
ecological resources, land use, or environmental justice are
expected; moderate increases to requirements for wastewa-
ter treatment and power for activities under the preferred
alternatives could lead to requirements for additional
capacity and corresponding costs for these systems. The
programmatic analysis did not select exact locations for
facilities within site boundaries; some location-specific
impacts, such as to cultural and sensitive ecological
resources, could require impacts assessment when exact
locations are determined.

Transportation

Under the preferred alternatives, the total number of
LLMW, LLW, TRUW, and HLW shipments from WVDP is
estimated to be 6,990 truck or 2,578 rail shipments.

Site Employment

Under the preferred alternatives, the annual workforce
required for waste management operations is estimated to
average 142 workers. This could include workers currently
employed for existing waste management operations.

Cumulative Effects

Cumulative health risk and environmental impacts are
primarily caused by existing conditions and other actions at
the site. Although waste management activities may add to
cumulative impacts, these additions are not expected to
cause standards or guidelines to be exceeded. Wastewater
and power requirements could cause current capacities to
be exceeded. Waste management activities could substan-

tially increase waste shipments leaving the site.
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Response Id
1

2

10
11
13

14

Samuel

Mark
Ellie
N/A
Linda
Samuel
Bob

EII.ie
Samuel

Samuel
Ellie

Ellie

Eliie
Ellie
Ellie
Margaret

Dorothy
Loretta
Gloria
Gene
Miriam
Diana
Hope
Mary
Elizabeth
Jean

J.

Paul
Joanne
N.
Ludell
Betsy
Fran
Edith
Louise
Patricia
Ann
Rod
Mary

Name
Olanoff

Donham

Hamiiton

Idaho Falls/Boise Site
Murakami

Olanoff

Slay

Hamilton
Olanoff

Olanoff
Hamilton
Hamiiton
Hamilton
Hamilton
Hamilton
Inderbitzer

Adle
Ahouse
Baker
Bernardi
Bloomberg
Bohn

Boije
Boyce
Brown
Carmichael
Caseber
Copeland
Deen-Freemire
Derkach
Deutscher
Ehlers
Eldredge
Feldman
Foss
Green
Harmon
Holmgren
1zett

NEPA TEAM

Organization

N/A

Reg. Assoc. of Concermned Environmentalists
N/A

Idaho and Boise, ID

Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board

N/A

SRS Citizens Advisory Board

‘N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Diana Bohn Ceramics
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Citizens Opposing a Polluted Environment
N/A

N/A

U.S. Arms Control & Disarmament Agency
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
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Response Id

14

16

Frank
Jeffrey
Stephen
Candace
John
Lorene
Tim
Leon
Michelle
Jeanne
Nick
Rolando
Lillian
Raymond
Timothy
Wendy
Phyllis
Florence
Les
Robert
A.

Beth
Grant
Dennis
Jennifer

Dorothy
Gloria
Gene
Miriam
Diana
Hope
Mary
Elizabeth
Jean

J.

Paul
Joanne
N.
Ludell
Betsy
Fran
Edith
Louise
Patricia
Ann
Rod
Mary
Frank
Jeffray

Jones
Jones
Kelly
Kilchenman
Kozak
Lamb
Little
Lukaszewski
Maciolek
Michels
Morgan
Muerto
Nurmela
O'Brien
O'Connor
Oser
Pilisuk
Reeves
Rogers
Sarvey
Schroeder
Snortum
Syphers
Thomas
Viereck

Adle
Baker
Bemardi
Bloomberg
Bohn

Boije
Boyce
Brown
Carmichael
Caseber
Copeland
Deen-Freemire
Derkach
Deutscher
Ehlers
Eldredge
Feldman
Foss
Green
Harmon
Holmgren
1zett
Jones
Jones

Organization

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Rose Foundation
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Pro Choice American Planned Parenthood
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Diana Bohn Ceramics

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A :
Citizens Opposing a Polluted Environment
N/A

N/A

U.S. Arms Control & Disarmament Agency
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
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Response |d

16

17

Stephen
Candace
John
Lorene
Tim
Michelle
Jeanne
Rolando
Lillian
Timothy
Wendy
Phyliis
Florence
Les
Robert
A

Beth
Grant
Dennis
Michelle
Jennifer

Dorothy
N/A
Gloria
Gene
Miriam
Diana
Hope
Mary
Elizabeth
Jean

J.

Paul
Joanne
N.
Ludell
Betsy
Fran
Edith
Louise
Patricia
Ann
Frank
Jeffrey
Stephen
Candace
John
Lorene
Leon

Kelly
Kilchenman
Kozak
Lamb
Little
Maciolek
Michels
Muerto
Nurmela
O'Connor
Oser
Pilisuk
Reeves
Rogers
Sarvey
Schroeder
Snortum
Syphers
Thomas
Tsutsui
Viereck

Adle
Albuquerque
Baker
Bernardi
Bloomberg
Bohn

Boije
Boyce
Brown
Carmichael
Caseber
Copeland

Deen-Freemire

Derkach
Deutscher
Ehlers
Eldredge
Feldman
Foss
Green
Harmmon
Jones
Jones

Kelly
Kilchenman
Kozak
Lamb
Lukaszewski

Organization

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Rose Foundation
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

" Pro Choice American Planned Parenthood

N/A ~
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A

Santa Fe, NM

N/A

N/A

N/A

Diana Bohn Ceramics
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Citizens Opposing a Polluted Environment
N/A

N/A

U.S. Arms Control & Disarmament Agency
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
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Respo

nse Id

17

19

Michelle
Jeanne
Rolando
Lillian
Raymond
Wendy
Phyllis
Florence
Les

A.
William
Beth
Grant
Dennis
Michelle
Jennifer

Dorothy
Gloria
Gene
Miriam
Diana
Hope
Mary
Elizabeth
Jean

J.

Paul
Joanne
N.

Betsy
Fran
Edith
Louise
Patricia
Ann
Rod
Mary
Frank
Jeffrey
Stephen
Candace
John -
Lorene
Tim
Leon
Michelle
Jeanne
Rolando
Lillian

Maciolek
Michels
Muerto
Nurmela
O'Brien
Oser
Pilisuk
Reeves
Rogers
Schroeder
Smith -
Snortum
Syphers
Thomas
Tsutsui
Viereck

Adle

Baker
Bemardi
Bloomberg
Bohn

Boije
Boyce
Brown
Carmichael
Caseber
Copeland
Deen-Freemire
Derkach
Ehlers
Eldredge
Feldman
Foss
Green
Harmon
Holmgren
izett

Jones
Jones
Kelly
Kilchenman
Kozak
Lamb

Little
Lukaszewski
Maciolek
Michels
Muerto
Nurmela

Organization

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Pro Choice American Planned Parenthood
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Diana Bohn Ceramics
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Citizens Opposing a Polluted Environment
N/A

N/A .
U.S. Ams Control & Disarmament Agency
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Rose Foundation
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
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Response Id
19

20

Raymond
Timothy
Wendy
Phyllis
Florence
Les
Robert
A.

Beth
Dennis
Jennifer

Dorothy
Gloria
Gene
Miriam
Diana
Hope
Mary

Elizabeth .

Jean
J.
Paul
Joanne
N.

Betsy
Fran
Edith
Louise
Patricia
Ann
Mary
Frank
Jeffrey .
Stephen
Candace
John
Lorene
Tim

Leon
Michelle
Jeanne
Nick
Rolando
Lillian
Raymond
Timothy
Wendy
Phyliis
Florence

O'Brien
O'Connor
Oser
Pilisuk
Reeves
Rogers
Sarvey
Schroeder
Snortum
Thomas
Viereck

Adle
Baker
Bernardi
Bloomberg
Bohn

Boije
Boyce
Brown
Carmichae!
Caseber
Copeland

Deen-Freemire

Derkach
Ehlers
Eldredge
Feldman
Foss
Green
Harmon
izett
Jones
Jones
Kelly
Kilchenman
Kozak
Lamb
Little

Lukaszewski

Maciolek
Michels
Morgan
Muerto
Nurmela
O'Brien -
O'Connor
Oser
Pilisuk
Reeves

Organization

N/A
N/A
Pro Choice American Planned Parenthood
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Diana Bohn Ceramics

N/A

N/A

N/A |
N/A

Citizens Opposing a Poliuted Environment
N/A

N/A

U.S. Amms Control & Disarmament Agency
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Rose Foundation

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Pro Choice American Planned Parenthood
N/A

N/A
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Response id

22

Les
Robert
A

Beth
Grant
Dennis
N/A
Michelle
Jennifer

N/A
Dorothy
N/A

N/A
Gloria
Gene
Miriam
Diana
Mary
Elizabeth
Neilly
Julie
Jean
JoAnn
Paul
Joanne
N.
Ludell
Betsy
Fran
Edith
Shelby
Louise
Patricia
Dixie
Ann
Mary
Jeffrey
Stephen
Candace
John
Lorene
Tim
Leon
Michelle
Jeanne
Nick
Charles
Rolando
Lillian

Rogers
Sarvey
Schroeder
Snortum
Syphers
Thomas
Tracy
Tsutsui
Viereck

ANL-East
Adle
Albuquerque
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Baker
Bernardi
Bloomberg
Bohn
Boyce
Brown
Buckalew
Butler
Carmichael
Chase
Copeland
Deen-Freemire
Derkach
Deutscher
Ehlers
Eldredge
Feldman
Foreman
Foss

. Green
Hahn
Harmon
1zett
Jones
Kelly
Kilchenman
Kozak
Lamb
Little
LLukaszewski
Maciolek
Michels
Morgan
Moutvic
Muerto
Nurmela

Organization

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Tracy, CA
N/A
N/A

Argonne, IL, 10/26/95

N/A

Santa Fe, NM

Argonne, IL, 1/24/96

N/A

N/A

N/A

Diana Bohn Ceramics

N/A

N/A

Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
NV, State of; Dept. of Admin.
N/A ,

National Congress of American Indians
N/A

N/A

U.S. Ams Control & Disarmament Agency
N/A '
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A ‘

Rose Foundation

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
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Response Id
22

23

Raymond
Wendy
Phyllis
Florence
Les
Diana
Robert
A.

Beth
Dennis
N/A
Jennifer

Dorothy
Gloria
Gene
Miriam
Diana
Hope
Mary
Elizabeth
Jean

J.
Paul
Joanne
N.

Ludell
Betsy
Fran
Edith
William
Louise
Patricia
Ann
Mary
Frank
Jeffrey
Stephen
Candace
John
Lorene
Tim
Michelle
Jeanne
Rolando
Lillian
Raymond
Wendy
Phyliis
Fliorence

O'Brien
Oser
Pilisuk
Reeves
Rogers
Salisbury
Sarvey
Schroeder
Snortum
Thomas
Tracy
Viereck

Adle
Baker
Bernardi
Bloomberg
Bohn

Boije
Boyce
Brown
Carmichael
Caseber
Copeland
Deen-Freemire
Derkach
Deutscher
Ehlers
Eldredge
Feldman
Filer

Foss
Green
Harmon
1zett
Jones
Jones
Kelly
Kilchenman
Kozak
Lamb
Little
Maciolek
Michels
Muerto
Nurmela
O'Brien
Oser
Pilisuk
Reeves

Organization

N/A

Pro Choice American Planned Parenthood
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A .

N/A

N/A

N/A
Tracy, CA
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A :

Diana Bohn Ceramics

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Citizens Opposing a Polluted Environment
N/A

N/A

U.S. Arms Control & Disarmament Agency
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Rose Foundation
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Pro Choice American Planned Parenthood
N/A
N/A

Page 7 of 110




" Response Id

23

Les

A
Patricia
Beth
Dennis
Jennifer

Dorothy
Gene
Miriam
Diana
Hope
Mary
Elizabeth
Jean

J.

Paul
Joanne
N.

Betsy
Fran
Edith
Louise
Patricia
Ann
Mary
Stephen
Candace
Lorene
Leon
Michelle
Jeanne
Rolando
Lillian
Timothy
Wendy
Phyllis
Les

A
Dennis
Michelie
Jennifer

N/A
Dorothy
N/A
Polly
Lucia
Gloria
Gene

Rogers
Schroeder
Sexton/Nied
Snortum
Thomas
Viereck

Adle
Bemardi
Bloomberg
Bohn

Boije

Boyce
Brown
Carmichael
Caseber
Copeland
Deen-Freemire
Derkach
Ehlers
Eldredge
Feldman
Foss
Green
Harmon
1zett

Kelly
Kilchenman
Lamb
Lukaszewski
Maciolek
Michels
Muerto
Nurmela

" O'Connor

Oser
Pilisuk
Rogers
Schroeder
Thomas
Tsutsui
Viereck

ANL-East
Adle
Albuquerque
Amrein
August
Baker
Bemardi

Organization

N/A
N/A
Kingery East Community Association
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Diana Bohn Ceramics
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Citizens Opposing a Polluted Environment
N/A

N/A

U.S. Amms Control & Disarmament Agency
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Pro Choice American Planned Parenthood
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Argonne, IL, 10/26/85

N/A

Santa Fe, NM

N/A _

Marriage, Family & Child Counselor P
N/A S
N/A
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Response Id
B 25

Miriam
Diana
Hope
Mary
N/A
Elizabeth
Michelle
Jacqueline
Jean

J.

Paul
Mary
Joanne
Norman
N.

Ludell
Betsy
Fran
Stephanie
Virginia
Edith
Lauren
Louise
Jennifer
Patricia
Ann
Patricia
Nancy
Esther
Rod

. Evelyn

Mary
Frank
Jeffrey
Naomi
Stephen
Candace
Joan
John
Lorene
Tim
Judith
Leon
Michelle
Jeanne
Nick
Rolando
N/A
Lillian
Raymond

Bloomberg
Bohn

Boije
Boyce
Brookhaven
Brown
Buxton
Cabasso
Carmichael
Caseber
Copeland
Corcoran
Deen-Freemire
Degelman
Derkach
Deutscher
Ehlers
Eldredge
Ericson
Fabilli
Feldman
Forcella
Foss
Freeman
Green
Harmon
Herbert
Herrick

Ho
Holmgren
Hoye

(zett

Jones

~ Jones

Kamiya
Kelly
Kilchenman
King

Kozak

Lamb

Littie
LoVirolo-Bhurhan
Lukaszewski
Maciolek
Michels
Morgan
Muerto
Nevada
Nurmela
O'Brien

Organization

N/A

Diana Bohn Ceramics

N/A

N/A

Brookhaven, NY

N/A

N/A

Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs
N/A .
Citizens Opposing a Polluted Environment
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

U.S. Arms Control & Disarmament Agency
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Kamiya Construction

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Rose Foundation

N/A _ g
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Las Vegas, NV

N/A

N/A
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Response Id

25

28

30

31

33

35

36

37

39

a1

42

Timothy O'Connor
N/A Oak Ridge
Wendy Oser

N/A Paducah/Portsmouth
Phyilis Pilisuk
Florence Reeves
N/A Rocky Flats
Les Rogers
Richard Sanderson
A Schroeder
Laurie Senauke
liyse Simon
Chris Simone
William Smith
Beth Snortum
Susan Strong
Grant Syphers
Dennis Thomas
Nadya Tichman
N/A Tracy
Michelle Tsutsui
Christophe A. Tulou
Jennifer Viereck
William Pardue
‘Diana Bohn
Arthur Collins
Arthur Collins
Ellie Hamilton
Eliie Hamilton
Ellie Hamilton
Elie . Hamilton
Eliie Hamilton
Ellie Hamilton
Eliie Hamiiton
Elie Hamilton
Grant Syphers

Organization

N/A

Oak Ridge, TN

Pro Choice American Planned Parenthood
Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
N/A

N/A

Arvada, CO

N/A .

U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Tracy, CA

N/A

DE, State of; Dept. of Nat. Res. & Env. Cntrl.
N/A

N/A

Diana Bohn Ceramics

Hampton Roads, VA, Planning District Comm.
Hampton Roads, VA, Planning District Comm.
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
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Response Id

45

49

57

67

Jeff

Dorothy
N/A
Gloria
Gene
Miriam
Diana
Hope
Mary
Elizabeth
Jean

J.

Paul
Joanne
N.

Ludell
Betsy
Fran
Edith
Louise
Patricia
Ann
Mary
Stephen
Candace
Lorene
Michelle
Rolando
Phillip
Lillian
Raymond
Wendy
Phyllis
Florence
Les

A.

Beth
Grant
Dennis
Jennifer

L.
L.

Tim

Lanford

Adle

Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Baker

Bernardi
Bloomberg
Bohn

Boije

Boyce

Brown
Carmichael
Caseber
Copeland
Deen-Freemire
Derkach
Deutscher
Ehlers
Eldredge
Feldman

Foss

Green

Harmon

Izett

Kelly
Kilchenman
Lamb
Maciolek
Muerto
Niedzielski-Eichner
Nurmela '
O'Brien

Oser

Pilisuk

Reeves
Rogers
Schroeder
Snortum
Syphers
Thomas
Viereck

Latvala
Latvala
Little

Unruh

Organization
Horne Engineering Services

N/A

Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
N/A

N/A

N/A

Diana Bohn Ceramics

“N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Citizens Opposing a Polluted Environment
N/A

N/A

U.S. Arms Control & Disarmament Agency
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Energy Communities Alliance
N/A

N/A

Pro Choice American Planned Parenthood
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Rose Foundation

Grupe Communities, Inc.
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’__‘%

Response ld
T

N/A
Janet
Gregory
N/A
William
Robert
Barbara
Milan
Geraldine
Geri
Richard
James
Jaromir
Tim
N/A

D.

Dorothy
Gloria
Miriam
Diana
Hope
Mary
Elizabeth
Jean

J.

Paul
Joanne
N.
Ludeill
Betsy
Fran
Edith
Louise
Patricia
Ann
Frank
Jeffrey
Stephen
Candace
Lorene
Tim
Leon
Rolando
Lillian
Timothy
Wendy
Florence
Les

A

Argonne Hearing - 1/24

Auclair
Blass
Brookhaven
Filer

Foulk
Gray
Grganto
Kramp
Kramp
Kwasneski
Muszalski
Penicka
Peraino
Tracy
Unruh

Adle

Baker
Bloomberg
Bohn

Boije
Boyce
Brown
Carmichael
Caseber
Copeland
Deen-Freemire
Derkach
Deutscher
Ehlers
Eldredge
Feldman
Foss
Green
Harmon
Jones
Jones
Kelly
Kilchenman
Lamb

Little
Lukaszewski
Muerto
Nurmela
O'Connor
Oser
Reeves
Rogers
Schroeder

Organization

Argonne, IL, 1/24/96

N/A

Suffolk Cnty., NY; Off. of the Cnty. Legislature
Brookhaven, NY

N/A

N/A °

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Lemont, IL, Village of, Off. of the Mayor
N/A

N/A

Beckiey Cardy, inc.

Tracy, CA

Grupe Communities, Inc.

N/A

N/A

N/A

Diana Bohn Ceramics
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Citizens Opposing a Polluted Environment
N/A

N/A

U.S. Arms Control & Disarmament Agency
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Rose Foundation

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Pro Choice American Planned Parenthood
N/A

N/A

N/A
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Response Iid
84

100

Grant
Dennis
Jennifer

Dorothy
Gloria
Gene
Miriam
Diana
Hope
Mary
Elizabeth
Jean
Paul
Joanne
N.

Betsy
Fran
Edith
Louise
Patricia
Mary
Jeffrey
Stephen
Candace
Lorene
Rolando
Lillian
Timothy
Wendy
Les

A.

Grant
Dennis
Jennifer

Dorothy
Gloria
Gene
Miriam
Diana
Hope
Mary
Elizabeth
Jean

J.

Paul
Joanne
N.
Betsy

Name

Syphers
Thomas
Viereck

Adle

Baker
Bemardi
Bloomberg
Bohn

Boije
Boyce
Brown
Carmichael
Copeland

Deen-Freemire

Derkach
Ehlers
Eldredge
Feldman
Foss
Green
1zett
Jones
Kelly
Kilchenman
Lamb
Muerto
Nurmela
O'Connor
Oser
Rogers
Schroeder
Syphers
Thomas
Viereck

Adle
Baker
Bernardi
Bloomberg
Bohn

Boije
Boyce
Brown
Carmichael
Caseber
Copeland

Deen-Freemire

Derkach
Ehlers

Organization

N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Diana Bohn Ceramics
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
U.S. Arms Control & Disarmament Agency
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Pro Choice American Planned Parenthood
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Diana Bohn Ceramics

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Citizens Opposing a Polluted Environment

. NA

N/A
U.S. Arms Control & Disarmament Agency
N/A
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Response id
100

109

112

122

Fran
Edith
Louise
Patricia
Ann
Rod
Mary
Frank
Jeffrey
Stephen
Candace
Lorene
Tim
Rolando
Lillian
Timothy
Wendy
Phyllis
Les
Robert
A
William
Beth
Dennis
Jennifer

Edwardine

Fzoul
Tiffany
Cletus
George
Tommy
Bob

Temi

Paul
Edwardine

Dorothy
Gloria
Gene
Gregory
Miriam
Diana
Hope
Mary
Elizabeth
Jean

J.

Paul

Eldredge
Feldman
Foss
Green
Harmon
Holmgren
izett
Jones
Jones
Kelly
Kilchenman
Lamb
Little
Muerto
Nurmela
O'Connor
Oser
Pilisuk
Rogers
Sarvey .
Schroeder
Smith
Snortum
Thomas
Viereck

Zawacki

Chembryl
DeVoy
Ellington
Lewis
Lewis
Pekich
Treacy

Wyszynski
Zawacki

Adle
Baker
Bernardi
Blass
Bloomberg
Bohn
Boije
Boyce
Brown
Carmichael
Caseber
Copeland

Organization

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Rose Foundation
N/A
N/A
N/A
Pro Choice American Planned Parenthood
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Suffolk Cnty., NY; Off. of the Cnty. Legislature
N/A

Diana Bohn Ceramics

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Citizens Opposing a Polluted Environment .
N/A
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Response Id
122

123

Joanne
N.

Ludeli
Betsy
Fran
Edith
Louise
Patricia
Ann

Rod
Mary
Frank
Jeffrey
Stephen
Candace
John
Lorene
Tim
Leon
Michelle
Jeanne
Nick
Rolando
Lillian
Raymond
Wendy
Phyliis
Florence
Les

A.

Beth
Grant
Dennis
Michelle
Jennifer

Polly
Gene
Jacqueline
Norman
Kari
Stephanie
Jack
Patricia
Charles
Sherry
Michael
Timothy
Richard
Robert

Deen-Freemire
Derkach
Deutscher
Ehlers
Eldredge
Feldman
Foss
Green
Harmon
Holmgren
Izett’
Jones
Jones
Kelly
Kilchenman
Kozak
Lamb
Little
Lukaszewski
Maciolek
Michels
Morgan
Muerto
Nurmela
O'Brien
Oser
Pilisuk
Reeves
Rogers
Schroeder
Snortum
Syphers
Thomas
Tsutsui
Viereck

Amrein
Bernardi
Cabasso
Degelman
Dorfman
Ericson
Fleming
Green
Imbrecht
Larsen-Beville
Machado
O'Connor
Pombo
Sarvey

Organization

N/A
U.S. Arms Control & Disarmament Agency
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

NIA

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Rose Foundation
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Pro Choice American Planned Parenthood
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A

N/A

Westemn States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

CA, State of, Energy Commission

N/A

CA, State of; Michael J. Machado, Assembly Memb
N/A

CA; Pombo, Richard W.; U.S. Congress

N/A
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Response Id

123

133

141

liyse
Sharon
Susan
Nadya
N/A

D.
Carol

N/A
N/A
Douglas
N/A

N/A
Loretta
N/A

William

Owen
N/A
Jackie
Stephen
Brandy
Natalie
Whitney
Isaac
Andrea
N/A

J.
Reggie
Tracie
Courtney
Julie
Caroline
Jan
Benjamin
Heather
Arlene
Matt
Tim
Tamika
Thomas
Cary
Brooke
Jessica
Justin
Joanie
Robert
Megan
Michael
Allyson

Simon
Smith
Strong
Tichman
Tracy
Unruh
Wagner

Femald
Nevada
Samo’
Tracy

ANL-East
Ahouse
Albuquerque
Allen
Anderson
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Artis

Baca

Belt
Blachowicz
Boland
Bonds
Borum
Brookhaven
Brown
Brown
Burkeen
Burton
Butler
Carloss
Camahan
Cayetano
Clark
Cohen
Coleman
Collier
Dobbins
Dobson
Driver
Dunivin
Dyson
Farmer
Fauci
Ferguson
Flatt
Forbes
Forrest

Organtzation

N/A

Tracy, CA, City of; City Manager's Office’
N/A

N/A

Tracy, CA

Grupe Communities, Inc.

N/A

Fernald, OH.

Las Vegas, NV

Phoenix Environmental Corporation
Tracy, CA ‘

Argonne, IL, 10/26/95

N/A

Santa Fe, NM

Paducah Middle School

NC, State of Wildlife Resources Commission
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Paducah Middie School
Sandia National Laboratories
Paducah Middle School

N/A

Paducah Middie School
Paducah Middie School
Paducah Middle School
Brookhaven, NY

Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middie School
Paducah Middie School
Paducah Middle School

NV, State of; Dept. of Admin.
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School

HlI, State of; Benjamin J. Cayetano, Gov.
Paducah Middle School

N/A

Paducah Middie School
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School

Paducah Middle School

N/A

ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
Paducah Middle School

NY; Forbes, Michael P.; U.S. Congress .
Paducah Middle School :
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Response id
141

Tina
Chris
ngin
Brandi
Michael
Barrett
LaKaisha
Ben
Scott
Felix
Becky
Caroline
Daniel
Jasmine
Molly
Cecily
Gina
Rodney
Janiece
N/A
Gina
Chris
Jaleon
Leah
Ryan
Timmothy
Tammy
Connie
Jesse
Jeremy
Lorraine
Latoya
LaRita
Michael
Abbie
Amy
Keshia
Brandon
Megan
Venishia
Lindsay
Alex
Dan
Michael
Lillian
Cliff
Milo
John
Greg
Michael

Forrest
Fox
Garcia
Gardner
Gerrard
Glastetter
Graves
Green
Green
Grucci
Gurka
Haight
Hall
Harris
Heath

Hill
Holland
Holt
Hrabovsky
idaho Falls/Boise Site
Jaczues
Johnson
Jones
Jones
Jones
Juell
Keeton
Kepert
Kemn

King
Kuehn
Laster
Lewell
LoGrande
Martin
Martin
Martin
Matthews
May
McGregor
Meriwether
Metzger
Minter
Murphy
Nurmela
Paschall
Patterson
Pawlak
Peck
Petty

Organization

Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middie School
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middie School
Amold & Porter

Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle Scheol
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School

Brookhaven, NY, Town of;, Off. of the Super.

N/A

KY, Commonwealth of;, Dept. of Environ. Prot.

Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School

* Paducah Middle School

Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School
Idaho and Boise, ID
Paducah Middie School
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middie School
Paducah Middle School
Laywood Alliance
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School

Manorville Taxpayers Association, Inc.

Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School

Suffolk Cnty., NY; Water Authority

Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middie School
Paducah Middie School
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School

AFL-CIO; Oil, Chemical & Atomic Workers
VA, Commonwealth of; Dept. of Environ. Qity.

N/A
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middie School
N/A
Paducah Middie School
Paducah Middle School
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o

Response id
141

143

152

O

Name
Jessica Phillips
Jennifer Poff
Keyia Price
Josh Purchase
Judy Raye
Frank Rednour
David Reid
N/A Richiand
Jessica Rieke
N/A Rocky Flats
N/A Savannah River
Jesse Scott
Amy Sibley
April Simpson
Brittany Skabo
Brandi Spears
LaShanda Stills
David Stokes
Lisah Sutton
Brandi Tolbert
Tim Topp
N/A Tracy
Freddie Travis
Rachel Tucker
Christophe A. Tulou
Laquenta Tyler
Rosa Villagomez
Nick Ward
Kimberty Warren
Tisha Watson
Reggie Webb
Von Wiggins
Paul Wilks
Natalie Williams
Revel Wright
Josh Young
Sharon Young
Joan King
N/A ANL-East
Loretta Ahouse
N/A Albuquerque
W. Andrews
Stephen Baca
Bert Bierschenk
Sally Boyce
Rachel Brown
Elizabeth Bryer

Organization

Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School

Pendieton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA

Paducah Middle School
Arvada, CO

Aiken, SC

Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle Schootl
Paducah Middie School
Paducah Middie School
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middie School
Tracy, CA

Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School

DE, State of; Dept. of Nat. Res. & Env. Cntrl.

Paducah Middie School
Paducah Middle Schoo!
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School
Oregon Department of Energy

N/A

Argonne, IL, 10/26/95

N/A

Santa Fe, NM

NV, Risk Assessment/Management Prog.
Sandia National Laboratories

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
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Response Id

152

153

154

155

156

157

Carolyn
John
Tiffany
Jotilley
Jessica
Stephanie
Amy
Michael
James
Carlel
Tim
Stephen
Erin
James
Leon
Patrick
Jennifer
Linda
Paul
N/A
Joseph
A.

N/A
Walter
N/A
Nancy
Ernest
Lynn
liyse
Claire
N/A
Tim
Andrew
Zimya
Ruth
Mary

Frederick
R.
Lauren
Rolando
Frederick

R.

R.

Calamia
Curcio
DeVoy
Dortch
Dyson
Ericson
Fitzgerald
Grainey
Hayden
lllegible
Keamney
Kelly
Keplinger
Lee
Lukaszewski
Menendez
Moore
Murakami
Nelson
Nevada
Obryk
Paull
Richland
Righton
Rocky Flats
Sarnecki
Schott
Simms
Simon
Smith
Stavropoulos
Takaro
Thurlow

Toms-Trend

Uemura
Vasvery
Mann
Borgersen
Forcella
Muerto
Mann

Borgersen

Borgersen

Organization

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A

ORR Local Oversight Comm., inc.
OR, State of; Dept. of Energy

N/A '

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board
N/A ,

Las Vegas, NV

N/A

N/A |
Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattie, WA |
N/A |
Arvada, CO

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Heart of America Northwest, Hearing

Westinghouse Hanford Company
N/A
N/A
N/A
Westinghouse Hanford Company

N/A

N/A
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' Response id

187
158
160
164
166
168
176
177

179

180

182
185
186

188

189

190

191

Lauren
Vicky
Vicky
Herman
Herman
Herman
Jack
Richard
Richard
Sharon
N/A
Richard
Les

N/A

D.

N/A
Patricia
N/A
Lauren
Jeffrey

Stephen
Marion

" Martin

N/A
Al

Patricia
Candace

N/A

Richard
Robert
Patrici
N/A

Forcelia
Dostillung
Dostillung
Weeren
Weeren
Weeren
Fleming
Pombo
Pombo
Smith
Tracy
Pombo
Rogers
Tracy
Unruh
Savannah River
Herbert

Savannah River

Forcella

- Jones

Kelly
Leonard
Nix

Paducah/Portsmouth

Puckett

Herbert
Kilchenman

Savannah River
Daboit

Ferguson
Herbert

Idaho Falls/Boise Site

Organization
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
CA; Pombo, Richard W.; U.S. Congress
CA; Pombo, Richard W.; U.S. Congress
Tracy, CA, City of; City Manager's Office
Tracy, CA
CA; Pombo, Richard W.; U.S. Congress
N/A
Tracy, CA
Grupe Communities, Inc.
Aiken, SC
N/A
Aiken, SC
N/A
N/A
N/A
Save Our World
N/A
Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH

Coalition for Health Concermns

N/A
N/A

Aiken, SC

Diversified Scientific Services, Inc.
ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
N/A

Idaho and Boise, ID
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Response Id Name Organization
191 :
Earl Leming TN; State of: Dept. of Environ. & Conservation
N/A Oak Ridge Oak Ridge, TN
Susan Offerdal U.S. EPA, Region X
Al Rafati Envirocare of Utah, Inc.
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
James Stone Stone Environmental Engineering Services, Inc.
Thomas Winston OH, State of, EPA
194
Lauren Forcella . N/A
195
Patricia Herbert N/A
196
N/A Savannah River Aiken, SC
197
Patricia Herbert N/A
198
J. Caseber Citizens Opposing a Poliuted Environment
Virginia Fabilli : N/A '
Lauren Forcella N/A
Nancy Herrick N/A
199
Patricia Herbert N/A
200
N/A Savannah River -Aiken, SC
202
N/A Savannah River Aiken, SC
204
N/A Savannah River Aiken, SC
206
N/A ANL-East Argonne, IL, 10/26/95
Loretta Ahouse N/A
N/A Brookhaven Brookhaven, NY
Anne Edwards-Cotter N/A
Stephanie Ericson N/A
N/A Fernald Fernald, OH
Sharon Fields N/A
Sheiby Foreman N/A
~ Dominic Giambrone N/A
Karl Grossman island Closeup News Service
Colin Konrad N/A
Jennifer Moti Suffolk Life Newspapers
Charles Moutvic N/A
N/A Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
MaryAnn Parisi N/A
John Pawlak N/A
S. Potersake N/A '
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Waiter Righton N/A
N/A Rocky Flats Arvada, CO
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Response id

207

209

Robert
Kevin
N/A
David
Mary
Paul

N/A
N/A
Vernon
Neilly
Mark
Pamela
Robert
N/A
N/A
Mary
N/A

N/A
Kathleen
Thomas
James
Marian
N/A

N/A
Gwendolyn
Robert
Mary
Sally
Paula
Kenneth
Margaret
Robert
Bonnie
Joseph
Margaret
Joan
Joellen
Bert
Natalie
Harold
Sandra
Albert
Rosemary
Linda
Howard
Jolene
Robert

Sullivan
Thompson
Tracy
Wallis
Westart
Wyszynski

Albuquerque
Anonymous
Brechin
Buckalew
Donham
Dunn
Ferguson
Nevada

Oak Ridge
Riveland

Savannah River

ANL-East
Abbate
Abell
Adamo
Alletta
Anonymous

Argonne Hearing - 1/24

Arsenault
Arsenault
Baldwin
Balle
Banks
Baran

. Bardorzi

Baron
Baum
Bechina
Bechina
Belford
Beranek
Bierschenk
Blachowicz
Blesy
Bomicino
Bonavolonta
Boragudi
Borowiak
Brandt
Brandt
Brandt

Organization

N/A

N/A

Tracy, CA

N/A

N/A

N/A

Hanford Watch

Santa Fe, NM

Heart of America Northwest

N/A ,
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network

Reg. Assoc. of Concemed Environmentalists

ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
Las Vegas, NV

Oak Ridge, TN

WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
Aiken, SC

Argonne, IL, 10/26/95
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

The Lake-in-the-Woods, CAM
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
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Response id Name Organization
209
Janet Broida N/A
Ronald Broida Carriage Way West Homeowners Assoc., Inc.
Charmaine  Bryant Kingery East Citizens Advisory Committee
George Bucic N/A
Margaret Bucic N/A
Carolyn Calamia N/A
Jeannette Campo N/A
Marilyn Camevale N/A
Kathy Carr . - NIA
Karen Cartwright : N/A
Patricia Challenger Inland Real Estate Investment Corp.
Merle Chambers Axem Resources Incorporated
Neil Christensen ' N/A
Jocelyn Claffey N/A
Richard Cloutier N/A
Ear Coghans Burr Ridge, IL, Village of, Board of Trustees
John Connolly MassMutual
Mary Corcoran N/A
John Curcio ' N/A
Rick Curneal Darien, IL, City of
John Daly N/A
Joseph Data N/A
Lydia DelLuca N/A
Connie DelBarba N/A
Kris DelBarba N/A
Anne Dellamaria N/A
Frank DiPietro N/A
Rudoiph Dian N/A
Kirk Dillard N/A
Judy Donahoo N/A
Richard Dybala N/A
Anne Edwards-Cotter N/A
Donna Engelsman N/A
Charles Englund N/A
Pamela Falotico N/A
John Featherstone N/A
Anna Fein N/A
William Filer N/A
Shelby Foreman N/A
Robert Foulk N/A
Gayle Franzen Dupage Cnty., IL; Cnty. Brd., Solid Wst. Mng.
Jane Fraser N/A
Karen Fratieola N/A
Dominic Giambrone Hinswood Community Association
Dominic Giambrone N/A
Kyle Gilgis Downers Grove,IL, Township of;
Gretchen Gillespie N/A
Robert Graffenius N/A
Dean Gray N/A
Armando Greco N/A
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Response Id
209

Rebecca
Milan
Ingrid
Peter
Eric
Cindie
Rosemarie
Robert
Leonard
Patricia
Daena
Jeffrey
Vivian
Ross
N/A

Dan
Sharon
Alexander
Dawn
Lori
Amelia
Pamela
Dennis
Sharon
John
LeRoy
Del
Gerald
Rosemary
Lynn
Colin
Geraldine
Geri
Robert
Linda
Michael
Richard
Richard
Jeanne
Edward
John
Joseph
Alda
Dorothy
Maureen
Norman
Gwen
Andreja
Linda
Anne

Greenfield
Grganto
Gross
Guglietta
Gustafson
Hagon
Hauge
Hawkins
Hermer
Hickey
Hinkelman
Huebsch
Hynes
lazzetto
lllegible
lvancevic
Jacobs
Janicijevic
Jeffers
Jones
Kalisik
Kanner
Kapustka
Kassl
Katsaros
Keiser
Kelly

Kelly
Kerrigan
Klafeta
Konrad
Kramp
Kramp
Krefft

" Kudelka

Kuriey
Kwasneski
Kwasneski
Laird
LeToumneau
Lela
Levigne
Levitt
Lindsay
Malloy
Mareci
Masters
Mateski
Mayka
Mazzelle

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

DuPage Cnty., IL, Hith. Dept., Brd. of Hith.

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

 N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Organization

Lemont, IL, Village of

Lemont, IL, Village of; Off. of the Mayor

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
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Response Id

209

Cindy
Joan
Angela
Frank
K.
James
Karen
Marcia
Frances
Alison
Thomas
Shirley

~ Adele

Robert
Donald
Robert
Joseph
Walt
Janice
Richard
John
Michael
Joseph
J.

Jeff
Vem
Julie

~ Jaromir

Tim
James
Richard
Robert
John
S.

Paul
Dianna
Dianne
Ellen
Doreen
Brenda
Walter
May
Nancy
Joseph
Timothy
Shirley
Helen
Debra
Rodney
Stephen

McDamell
McGowan
McGreal
McKay
McVickers
McWethy
Medek
Mengarelli
Migas
Miklos
Mikolajczyk
Miller
Mitchell
Moravik
Mueggenborg
Mueller
Naso
Neumann
Newman
Novak
O'Connell
O'Shea
Obryk
Orednick
Patten
Patten

Paulsen-Yackle

Penicka
Peraino
Philip
Polivka
Porter
Poteraske
Potersake
Pratt
Prochut
Rees
Rendulich
Rick
Ridenow
Righton
Russell
Samecki
Sasso
Schiueter
Schultz
Seske
Seyfert
Sharka
Shinkus

Organization

N/A
N/A
N/A
The Woodlands of Darien Condominium Assoc.
Equestrian Estates Homeowners Assoc.

Brookeridge Park District Board of Commissioners

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Brookeridge Homeowners Association
Clipper Exxpress Company

N/A

Sawmill Creek Homeowners Association
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Beckley Cardy, Inc. _

IL, State of; Office of the Senate President
N/A

Lemont Township

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A .

Citizens Against Ruining the Environment
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Tartan Ridge of Burr Ridge Community Assoc.
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Response Id
209

219

220
221
222

223

Anita
John
John
Joyce
Eddie
Norbert
Diane
Frank
N/A .
Robert
Nancy
Maureen
Robert
Gary
Edmund
Andy
Beth
Michael
Edward
Kevin
Anne
Ariene
Mary
Joseph
David
Kristine
David
Paula
Kathleen
Kathieen
Mary
Frances
Mary
Linda
Paul

J.

Joan

N/A
James

James.
James
James

James

Simester
Sitasz
Sitasz
Skoog
Slowikowski
Slowikowski
Smith
Sobotka

Stavropoulos

Stelton
Stevens
Sulhowski
Sullivan
Swada
Swires
Sze
Szela
Szila
Szymanski
Thompson
Uhler
Valek
Vasvery
Vavruska
Waitley
Wall
Wallis
Wallrich
Warton
Weidner
Weiss
Wenzel
Westart

~ Wiltier

Wyszynski
Zizek
Zmrhal

Brookhaven
Eagan

Eagan
Eagan
Eagan

Eagan

Organization

N/A

N/A

University of lllinois
Hinsdale, IL, Village of; Village Board
Dynamic Dimensions
Slowikowski & Associates, Inc.
N/A

N/A

N/A -

Southwest Riverview Homeowners Civic Assoc.
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Clipper Exxpress Company
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Brookhaven, NY
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
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Response Id Name

225
N/A Nevada
John Pawlak
227
John Pawlak
237
Lucia August
Kari Dorfman
Virginia Fabilli
Jennifer Freeman
Nancy Herrick
Esther Ho
Laurie Senauke
Nadya Tichman
251
Charles Moutvic
254
Gregory Blass
Carolyn Calamia
Karen Cartwright
Merle Chambers
Eari Coghans
John Connolly
John Curcio
Tiffany DeVoy
Dominic Giambrone
Armando Greco
John Katsaros
LeRoy Keiser
Ronald Lamb
Sherry Larsen-Beville
Jean Mannhaupt
Jim Meyer
Nick Morgan
N/A ‘ Nevada
Janice Newman
Joseph Obryk .
N/A Paducah/Portsmouth
Jeff Patten
Vem Patten
N/A Richland
N/A Rocky Flats
Nancy Samecki
N/A ~ Stavropoulos
Robert Stelton
N/A Tracy
Mary Vasvery
255
Nick Morgan
N/A Tracy

Organization

Las Vegas, NV
N/A

N/A

Marriage, Family & Child Counselor
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A

Suffolk Cnty., NY; Off. of the Cnty. Legislature
N/A

N/A

Axem Resources, Inc.

Burr Ridge, IL, Village of; Board of Trustees
MassMutual

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

IL; Meyer, Jim; St. Rep., 82nd Dist.
N/A

Las Vegas, NV

Clipper Exxpress Company

N/A

Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
N/A

N/A

Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Arvada, CO

NA

N/A

Southwest Riverview Homeowners Civic Assoc.
Tracy, CA

N/A

N/A
Tracy, CA
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Response Id
265

274
276
314
315
330

344

350

363

365

369

Rod

C.
Gloria
William
William
Jiri

Raymond
Sharon

Naomi

Loretta
Jessica
N/A

Lorefta
N/A

N/A
Patsy
Betty
Mary Ellen
Lou
Dante
Mark
Jotilley
Sharon
Demetris
Pam
Brandi
Jean
Barbara
Ben
James
Kyle
Nikki
Margaret
Betty
Felicia
Sarah
Edward
Gerry

Holmgren
White
Baker
Smith
Smith
Matejicek -

O'Brien
Smith

Kamiya

Ahouse
Dyson
Richland

Ahouse
Richland

Anonymous
Beasley
Boyd
Brooking
Coots
Daniel
Donham
Dortch
Fields
Fitzgerald
Forbes
Gardner
Graber
Gray
Green
Hayden
Hightower
Hill

Hurd
Johnson
Johnson
Johnston
Jones
Jones

Organization
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
SUN% Stony Brook

N/A
Tracy, CA, City of; City Manager's Office

Kamiya Construction
N/A

Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA

N/A
Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Oregon Department of Energy

Henderson Community College
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Paducah Middle School
Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists
N/A

N/A

Paducah Middle School
N/A

Paducah Middie School
N/A

N/A

Paducah Middle School
N/A

Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School
N/A

N/A

Paducah Middle School
N/A

Paducah Middle School
N/A
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Response Id
369

3N

Jaleon
Peggy
E.

Billie
Jeremy
George
Tommy
Mary
Andy
lan
Sarah
Jane
N/A
N/A
Darrell
Ellen
Jessica
L.
David
A
Alfred
Betty
Mary
Thomas
Amy
Danielle
Terri
Hilda
La'Nora
John
Sue
Norma
James

Corinne .

Georgia
Judy
Sharon

N/A
Paul
Marie
Ludell
Susan
Jean
Joan
N/A
Timothy
MaryAnn
Phyliis
Susan

Jones
Kennerley
Lamar
LeNeave
Lee

Lewis
Lewis
Mack
Mahler
Mason

McKinney-Smith

Miller
Olson

Paducah/Portsmouth

Perisho

Perkins

Phillips
Pittman
Polk
Puckett
Puckett
Ray
Roberts
Shepherd
Sibley
Strickland
Treacy
Ward
Westbrook
Weyers
Whayne
Wheeler
White
Whitehead
Wiggins
winn
Young

Brookhaven
Copeland
Curry-Gocs
Deutscher
Dulany
Graber
King
Nevada
O'Connor
Parisi
Pilisuk
Strong

Organization

Paducah Middle School
N/A

N/A

N/A

Paducah Middle School
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Paducah Middle School
N/A

N/A

N/A

Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
N/A

N/A

Paducah Middie School
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Paducah Middle School
Paducah Middle School
N/A

N/A

Paducah Middle School
N/A

N/A

N/A

Paducah Middie School
Coalition for Health Concerns
N/A

N/A

Paducah Middle School

Brookhaven, NY
N/A

League of Women Voters
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Las Vegas, NV
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
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Response Id

371

374

379

384

386

389

391

392

395

396

397

398

410

Dennis
Kevin
Ruth
Carol

N/A
Marie

Michael
N/A

N/A
Robert

Michael
N/A

Michael
N/A

Michael
N/A

Loretta

Loretta
Les
Julie
Cletus
Michael
Marjorie
Richard
N/A
Dale

Loretta

Loretta
N/A

MaryAnn

Thomas
Thompson
Uemura
Wagner

Brookhaven
Curry-Gocs

Grainey
Richland

ANL-East
Porter

Grainey
Richland

Grainey
ANL-East

Grainey
Richland

Ahouse

Ahouse
Bradshaw
Butler
Ellington
Grainey
Grove
Holmes
Richland
Schutte

Ahouse

Ahouse
Idaho Falls/Boise Site

Garber

Parisi

Organization

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Brookhaven, NY
League of Women Voters

OR, State of, Dept. of Energy
Pendleton/Portland, OR; LaceylPascolSeattle WA
Oregon Department of Energy

Argonne, IL, 10/26/95
Lemont Township

OR, State of; Dept. of Energy
Pendieton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Oregon Department of Energy

OR, State of; Dept. of Energy
Argonne, IL, 10/26/95

OR, State of; Dept. of Energy
Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Oregon Department of Energy

N/A

N/A

Nye Cnty., NV, Nuclear Waste Repository Proj. Off.
NV, State of, Dept. of Admin.

N/A

OR, State of; Dept. of Energy

N/A

Clark Cnty, NV, Dept. of Comp. Planning
Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
NTS Community Advisory Board

League of Women Voters of Washington

N/A

N/A
idaho and Boise, ID

Affiliated Brookhaven Civic Association

N/A
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Response id
425

438
451
458
465
466
467
471
472
474

476

478
481

483

487
488
489

490

493
494

495

Lynn
Mary
Lynn
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Lucia
N/A

N/A
Herman

N/A
Janice

Janice
Michelle

Janice
N/A
N/A

N/A
Maureen
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A

Simms
Corcoran
Anoﬁymous
ANL-East
ANL-East
ANL-East
ANL-East

ANL-East

‘ August

Oak Ridge

Oak Ridge
Weeren

Oak Ridge
Bedayn

Bedayn
Maciolek

Bedayn
Oak Ridge
Oak Ridge
ANL-East
Eldredge
Oak Ridge
Richiand
Oak Ridge

Oak Ridge

Oak Ridge

Organization
N/A
N/A
N/A
Argonne, IL, 10/26/95
Argonne, iL, 10/26/95 |
Argonne, IL, 10/26/95
Argonne, IL, 10/26/95
Argonne, iL, 10/26/95
Marriage, Family & Child Counselor
Oak Ridge, TN

Oak Ridge, TN
N/A

Oak Ridge, TN
N/A

N/A
N/A

N/A
Oak Ridge, TN
Oak Ridge, TN

Argonne, IL, 10/26/95

Military Production Network

Oak Ridge, TN

Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Hanford Watch :

|
\
|
|
|
\
Oak Ridge, TN |
Oak Ridge, TN

Oak Ridge, TN
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Response Id Name
498
N/A Oak Ridge
499
N/A Oak Ridge
505
N/A Oak Ridge
506
N/A Oak Ridge
507 ‘
N/A Oak Ridge
508 ‘
N/A Oak Ridge
509
N/A Idaho Falis/Boise Site
511
Pat Broudy
Neilly Buckalew
JoAnn Chase
Michael Grainey
N/A Idaho Falls/Boise Site
N/A Nevada
N/A Richiand
Virginia Sanchez
512
: N/A Oak Ridge
514
N/A Oak Ridge
517
N/A idaho Falis/Boise Site
519
N/A idaho Falls/Boise Site
520
N/A ANL-East
N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Vernon Brechin
N/A Fernald
Felix Grucci
N/A Oak Ridge
Thomas Ortciger
N/A Paducah/Portsmouth
522
N/A QOak Ridge
523
N/A Idaho Falls/Boise Site
525
N/A Idaho Falis/Boise Site
528
N/A idaho Falls/Boise Site

Organization
Oak Ridge, TN
Oak Ridge, TN
Oak Ridge, TN
Oak Ridge, TN
Oak Ridge, TN
Oak Ridge, TN
Idaho and Boise, ID
National Assn. of Atomic Veterans
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
National Congress of American Indians
OR, State of; Dept. of Energy
idaho and Boise, ID
Las Vegas, NV '
Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Citizen Alert Native American Program
Oregon Department of Energy-
Oak Ridge, TN
Oak Ridge, TN
idaho and Boise, ID
Idaho and Boise, ID
Argonne, IL, 10/26/95
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
N/A
Femnald, OH
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
Oak Ridge, TN
IL, State of; Dept. of Nuclear Safety
Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
Oak Ridge, TN
idaho and Boise, ID
\daho and Boise, ID

idaho and Boise, ID
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Response id
- 530

531

5§32

534
536
537
538

541

8

£

3

3

Robert
N/A

Becky
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Lynn
Gregory
N/A
Marie
Mark
Jane
Michael
Don
Felix
Connie
June
Marion
Michael
Elinor
Norman
MaryAnn
Doug
Michael

Rodney
Lynn
Lynn
Lynn
Lynn

Lynn

Ferguson
Idaho Falls/Boise Site

Gurka

Idaho Falls/Boise Site
Paducah/Portsmouth
Rocky Flats

Idaho Falls/Boise Site
Nevada

Idahq Falls/Boise Site
Idaho Falls/Boise Site
Idaho Falis/Boise Site
Idaho Falls/Boise Site

Anonymous
Blass
Brookhaven
Cumry-Gocs
Danowski
Edsall
Forbes
Garber
Grucci
Kepert
Kluglein
Leonard
LoGrande
McDade
Nosenchuck
Parisi

Scott
Tanner

Grizzle
Yuan
Yuan
Yuan
Yuan

Yuan

Organization

iD, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
Idaho and Boise, 1D

N/A

idaho and Boise, ID

Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
Arvada, CO

Idaho ahd Boise, ID
Las Vegas, NV

Idaho and Boise, ID
Idaho and Boise, ID
idaho and Boise, 1D
Idaho and Boise, ID

N/A

Suffolk Cnty., NY; Off. of the Cnty. Legislature
Brookhaven, NY

League of Women Voters

Alistate

N/A

NY; Forbes, Michael P.; U.S. Congress
Affiliated Brookhaven Civic Association
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
Laywood Alliance

N/A

Save Our Worid

Suffolk Cnty., NY; Water Authority

N/A

NY, State of; Dept. of Env. Consv.

N/A

N/A

Mastic Acres Civic Assoc.

SC, State of; Off. of the Gov., Grant Services
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
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Response Id

550

551

552

553

554

555

556

557

558

562

563

564

569

570

572

s17

579

583

Lynn
Lynn
Richard
Lynn
Richard
Lynn
Lynn
Lynn
Lynn
Lynn
Lynn
Lynn
Lynn
Lynn
Lynn
Lynn
Lynn
Lynn

Gregory

Gregory

Frank
John

Leonard
Kari
Timothy

Yuan

Yuan

Collins

Yuan

Collins

Yuan

Yuan

Yuan

Yuan

Yuan

Yuan

Yuan

Yuan

Yuan

Yuan

Yuan

Yuan

Yuan

Blass

Blass

Jones
Kozak

Burkhardt
Dorfman
O'Connor

Organization

N/A

N/A

MD, State of; Dept. of the Environ., WM Admin.
N/A

MD, State of; b_ept of the Environ., WM Admin.
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Suffolk Cnty., NY; Off. of the Cnty. Legislature
Suffolk Cnty., NY; Off. of the Cnty. Legislature

N/A
N/A

N/A

N/A
N/A
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Response id
619

689
691
724
727
881
892
904
915
917
918
1020
1066

1087

1089

1100

1103
1105

1107

1108

Name
Stephen Kelly
Candace Kilchenman
Candace Kilchenman
Dennis Thomas
Dennis Thomas
Betty Ray
Kenneth Holt
Christophe A. Tulou
Christophe A. Tulou
Christophe A. Tulou
Christophe A. Tulou
Louise Foss
Ginny Koss
Vicky Dastillung
Pamela Dunn
N/A Femald
N/A Fernald
Les Bradshaw
N/A Femald
Phillip Niedzielski-Eichner
N/A Femald
N/A Fernald.
Robert Ferguson
N/A Femald
Robert Tabor
Pat Broudy
Neilly Buckalew
Julie Butler
N/A Femald

Organization
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A

‘N/A

N/A

U.S. Dept. of Hith & Human Serv., Pub. Hith. Serv.
DE, State of;, Dept. of Nat. Res. & Env. Cntrl.

DE, State of; Dept. of Nat. Res. & Env. Cntrl.

DE, State of; Dept. of Nat. Res. & Env. Cntrl.

DE, State of: Dept. of Nat. Res. & Env. Cntrl.

N/A

N/A

N/A

Femnald, OH

Fernald, OH

Nye Cnty., NV, Nuclear Waste Repository Proj. Off.
Femald, OH

Energy Communities Alliance

Femald, OH

Femald, OH

ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL

Fernald, OH

Fernald Atomic Trades and Labor Council

National Assn. of Atomic Veterans
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
NV, State of; Dept. of Admin.

Femald, OH
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Response Id Name Organization

1108 -
‘ Amy Fitzgerald ORR Local Oversight Comm., inc.
N/A Oak Ridge Oak Ridge, TN
N/A Richiand Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Virginia Sanchez Citizen Alert Native American Program
Heart of America Northwest, Hearing
1109
N/A Fernald Femald, OH
1112 :
N/A Fernald - Femald, OH
1113 :
N/A Fernald Fernald, OH .
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
: Oregon Department of Energy
1114
N/A Fernald Femald, OH
1115
N/A Femald Fernald, OH
1116
N/A Fernald Femald, OH
1117
N/A Femald Fernald, OH
1134
Maureen Eldredge Military Production Network
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy
Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center
Charles Imbrecht CA, State of, Energy Commission
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
Bob Slay SRS Citizens Advisory Board
1138
Jacqueline  Cabasso Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs
C. Lawrence Comett
Vicky Dastillung N/A
Mark Donham Reg. Assoc. of Concemned Environmentalists
Maureen Eldredge Military Production Network
Jean Mannhaupt N/A
Jane Williams Desert Citizens Against Pollution
1140 :
N/A Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM
Bonnie Bonneau Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST)
Maureen Eldredge Military Production Network :
N/A ~ Savannah River Aiken, SC
1146 : :
Maureen Eldredge Military Production Network
1147
Owen Anderson NC, State of; Wildlife Resources Commission
N/A Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
1148 '
Owen Anderson NC, State of; Wildlife Resources Commission
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Response Id

1159

1164

1168

1176

1"n7

1182

1255

1286

1287

1288

1295

1323

1358

1360

1361

1450

1484

1485

1486

Jotilley
Jotilley
Jotilley
Robert
Robert
Susan
Josh
Hope
Hope
Hopev
Angelique

N/A
Nancy

Lawrence
Lawrence

Earl
N/A
Lawrence

John

Loretta
N/A
Tiffany
Jessica
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
Robert
N/A

N/A

Dortch
Dortch
Dortch
Porter
Porter
NeWsome
Young
Boije
Boije
Boije
Maalem

Albuquerque
Ebins

Schmidt
Schmidt
Leming

Oak Ridge
Schmidt
Sitasz
Ahouse
Albuquerque

DeVoy
Dyson

idaho Falls/Boise Site

Richland
Rocky Flats

Brookhaven
Ferguson
Tracy

Albuquerque

Organization
N/A |
N/A
N/A
Lemont Township

Lemont Township -

N/A

Paducah Middle School
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Santa Fe, NM
N/A

NJ, State of; Dept. of Environ. Protection

NJ, State of; Dept. of Environ. Protection

TN: State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation
Oak Ridge, TN

NJ, State of; Dept. of Environ. Protection

University of lllinois

N/A
Santa Fe, NM

Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Arvada, CO

Brookhaven, NY
ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL

|
|
|
Idaho and Boise, ID i
Tracy, CA

Santa Fe, NM
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Response id
1487

1488
1490
1498
1504
1505
1506
1507
1508
1509
1510
1511
1513 .
1514
1515
1516
1517
1520

1523

1524
1525

1527

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A

Jacqueline
James
N/A

Tracy
Albuquerque
Albuquerque
Tracy
Albuquerque
Tracy
Albuquerque
Tracy
Albuquerque
Tracy
Albugquerque
Albuquerque
Albuquerque
Tracy
Albuquerque
Albuquerque
Tracy
Tracy

Albuquerque
Rocky Flats

Tracy
Albuquerque
Cabasso

Muszalski
Tracy

Tracy, CA
Santa Fe, NM
Santa Fe, NM
Tracy, CA
Santa Fe, NM
Tracy, CA
Santa Fe, NM
Tracy, CA
Santa Fe, NM
Tracy, CA
Santa Fe, NM
Santa Fe, NM
Santa Fe, NM
Tracy, CA
Santa Fe, NM
Santa Fe, NM
Tracy, CA
Tracy, CA

Santa Fe, NM
Arvada, CO

Tracy, CA

Santa Fe, NM

Organization

Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs

N/A
Tracy, CA
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Response Id
1528

1529
1530
1535
1540
1541
1542
1545
1547
1550
1551
1583

1554

1556
1558
1559
1560
1561
1562
1564
1565
1566

1567

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Vernon
Mary
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A

Albuquerque
Tracy

Tracy

Tracy

Tracy
Albuquerque
Albuquerque
Albuquerque
Albuquerque
Albuquerque
Tracy
Albuquerque
Brechin
Riveland
Tracy

Tracy

Tracy
Albuquerque
Albuquerque
Albuquerque
Albuquerque
Albuquerque
Albuquerque

Albuquerque

Albuquerque

Santa Fe, NM
Tracy, CA
Tracy, CA
Tracy, CA
Tracy, CA
Santa Fe, NM
Santa Fe, NM
Santa Fe, NM
Santa Fe, NM
Santa Fe, NM
Tracy, CA
Santa Fe, NM

N/A

Organization

WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology

Tracy, CA
Tracy, CA

Tracy, CA

Santa Fe, NM .

Santa Fe, NM
Santa Fe, NM
Santa Fe, NM
Santa Fe, NM
Santa Fe, NM
Santa Fe, NM

Santa Fe, NM
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Response Id Name Organization

1568 -

N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV
1570

, N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV

1574

N/A Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM
1576

N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV
1577 :

N/A Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM

Madeline Duckles Women's Internat. League for Peace and Freedom
1578 '

N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV
1583

N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV
1584

N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV
1588

N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV
1595

N/A Tracy : Tracy, CA
1597

N/A Tracy Tracy, CA
1598

N/A Tracy ' Tracy, CA
1603

 NA Tracy Tracy, CA

1604

N/A Tracy Tracy, CA
1605

N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV
1607

N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV
1608 :

N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV
1611

N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV
1613

N/A . Nevada Las Vegas, NV
1614

N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV .
1615

Vicky Dastillung N/A

N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV
1618

N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV
1620

N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV
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1621

1623
1624
1626
i627
1629
1630
1632
1633
1634
1636
1638

1639

1640
1641

1643

1644
1645
1646
1647

1648

N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Tom
N/A

N/A
Mary
Beatrice
Dale
N/A

N/A

N/A
lan

N/A
NI)A
N/A
N/A

N/A

Nevada

Nevada

Nevada

Nevada

Nevada

Nevada

Nevada

Nevada

Nevada

Nevada

Nevada

Nevada

Marshall
Nevada
Richiand
Riveland
Schott
Schutte
Nevada
Nevada

Nevada
Zabarte

Nevada

Nevada

Nevada

Nevada

Nevada

Organization
Las Vegas, NV
Las Vegas, NV
Las Vegas, NV
Las Vegas, NV
Las Vegas, NV
Las Vegas, NV
Las Vegas, NV
Las Vegas, NV
Las Vegas, NV
Las Vegas, NV
Las Vegas, NV
Las Vegas, NV
Rocky Mountain Peace Center
Las Vegas, NV
Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
N/A
NTS Community Advisory Board
League of Women Voters of Washington
Las Vegas, NV
Las Vegas, NV

Las Vegas, NV
W. Shoshone Nat. Council, Nuc. Waste Prog.

Las Vegas, NV
Las Vegas, NV
Las Vegas, NV
Las Vegas, NV

Las Vegas, NV
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Response Id Name Organization
1649

N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV
1650
N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV
1651
N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV
1652
N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV
N/A Richiand Pendieton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
N/A Rocky Flats : Arvada, CO o ‘
N/A Tracy ) Tracy, CA
Hanford Watch
1662
W. Andrews NV, Risk Assessment/Management Prog.
1664 ’
W. Andrews NV, Risk Assessment/Management Prog.
1665
Jan Radimsky CA, State of, EPA, Dept. of Toxic Substances Cntrl.
1667
wW. Andrews NV, Risk Assessment/Management Prog.
1668
- W. Andrews NV, Risk Assessment/Management Prog.
1670
W. Andrews NV, Risk Assessment/Management Prog.
C. Lawrence Cornett
N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV
1672
W. Andrews NV, Risk Assessment/Management Prog.
1673
W. Andrews NV, Risk Assessment/Management Prog.
1674 :
W. Andrews NV, Risk Assessment/Management Prog.
1675
Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation
Don Sundgquist TN; State of; Don Sunquist, Gov.
1678
Earl Leming TN, State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation
1680 : '
Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation
1681
Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation
1682
Mary Barton N/A
1684
Mary Barton N/A
1685
Mary Barton N/A
1687
Earl Leming TN; State of, Dept. of Environ. & Conservation
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Response Iid
1688

1689
1690
1692
- 1693
1694
1695
1696
1697
1702
1706
1707
1710
1713
1714

1716

1718
1719
1720
1721
1722
1723

1724

Earl

N/A

Earl

N/A

Earl

N/A

N/A

N/A

Eari

Earl

Earl

N/A

Eari

N/A

Earl

Ear
Susan

Earl

N/A

Earl

N/A

Earl

N/A

Earl

Leming
Rocky Flats
Leming
Rocky Flats
Leming
Rocky Flats
Rocky Flats
Rocky Flats
Leming
Leming
Leming
Rocky Flats
Leming
Rocky Flats
Leming

Leming
Offerdal

Leming

. Rocky Flats

Leming

Rocky Flats

- Leming

Rocky Flats

Leming

Organization

TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation

Arvada, CO
TN; State of; Dept. of Environ
Arvada, CO
TN; State of; Dept. of Environ
Arvada, CO
Arvada, CO
Arvada, CO
TN; State of; Dept. of Environ
TN; State of; Dept. of Environ
TN; State of; Dept. of Environ
Arvada, CO
TN: State of; Dept. of Environ
Arvada, CO
TN; State of; Dept. of Environ

TN; State of; Dept. of Environ
U.S. EPA, Region X

TN; State of; Dept. of Environ
Arvada, CO
TN; State of; Dept. of Environ
Arvada, CO
TN; State of; Dept. of Environ
Arvada, CO

TN; State of; Dept. of Environ

. & Conservation

. & Conservation

. & Conservation
. & Conservation
. & Conservation

. & Conservation

. & Conservation

. & Conservation

. & Conservation
. & Conservation
. & Conservation

. & Conservation
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Response Id Name Organization

1725

N/A Rocky Flats Arvada, CO
1726

Earl Leming TN; State of, Dept. of Environ. & Conservation
1727 .

N/A Rocky Fiats Arvada, CO
1728 '

N/A Rocky Flats Arvada, CO
1729 '

Ear - Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation
1730

N/A Rocky Flats Arvada, CO
1731

N/A Rocky Flats Arvada, CO
1733

Eari Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation
1735

Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation
1736

Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation
1737 '

Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation
1738 .

Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation
1743

Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation °
1744

Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation
1748 '

Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation
1746

Eari Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation
1747

Earl " Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation
1748

Earl Leming : TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation
1749

Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation
1750 :

Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation
1751 _

Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation
1752

N/A Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH

N/A Rocky Flats Arvada, CO
1753

N/A Rocky Flats Arvada, CO
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Response Id
1754

1755

1756
1758

1759
1760

1761

1762
1764
1769
1772
1713
1774
1775
1778
1780.
1782
1783

1784

1788
1791

- 1793

N/A

N/A

N/A
N/A

Tom
N/A

N/A

N/A

John
Pamela

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Al

N/A

N/A

N/A

Andrew

Tom
N/A

N/A

N/A

Rocky Flats

Rocky Flats

Paducah/Portsmouth

Rocky Flats

Marshall
Rocky Flats

Rocky Flats

Rocky Flats

Applegate
Dunn

Rocky Flats
Rocky Flats
Rocky Flats
Conklin
Conklin
Rocky Flats
Conklin
Rocky Flats
Rocky Flats
Rocky Flats
Thurlow

Marshall
Rocky Flats

Rocky Flats
Rocky Flats

Robbins

Organization

Arvada, CO
Arvada, CO

Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
Arvada, CO

Rocky Mountain Peace Center

~ Arvada, CO

Arvada, CO
Arvada, CO

Femnald Citizens Task Force

Arvada, CO

Arvada, CO

Arvada, CO

WA, State of; Dept. of Health
WA, State of; Dept. of Health
Arvada, CO

WA, State of, Dept. of Health
Arvada, CO

Arvada, CO

Arvada, CO

N/A

Rocky Mountain Peace Center
Arvada, CO

Arvada, CO
Arvada, CO

N/A
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Response Id Name Organization

1794

1796

1797

1798

1803

1807

1811

1816

1817

1818

1819

- 1821

1822

1824

1826

1829

1830

1831

1833

1835

1838

N/A

Don

Don

Don

Julie

Julie

Julie

Julie

Julie

Julie

Arthur
Michael

Michael
Michael
Michael
Thomas
Thomas
N/A

N/A
Robert
Eric
Thomas
Jaromir
Thomas
N/A

Thomas

Thomas

Rocky Flats
Robbins
Robbins
Robbins
Butler
Butier
Butler
Butler
Butler
Butler

Collins
Murphy

Murphy

Murphy

Murphy

Ortciger

Ortciger

ANL-East

Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Ferguson

Gustafson

Ortciger

Penicka

Oriciger

Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Ortciger

Oriciger

Arvada, CO

N/A

N/A

N/A -

NV, State of; Dept. of Admin.
W. State of; Dept. of Admin.
NV, State of; Dept. of Admin.
NV, State of, Dept. of Admin.
NV, State of;, Dept. of Admin.
NV, State of; Dept. of Admin.

Hampton Roads, VA, Planning District Comm.
VA, Commonwealith of;, Dept. of Environ. Qity.

VA, Commonwealth of; Dept. of Environ. Qity.
VA, Commonwealth of; Dept. of Environ. Qity.
VA, Commonwealth of, Dept. of Environ. Qity.
iL, State of;, Dept. of Nuclear Safety

IL, State of; Dept. of Nuclear Safety

Argonne, IL, 10/26/95

Argonne, IL, 1/24/96

ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL

N/A :

IL, State of; Dept. of Nuclear Safety

N/A

IL, State of;, Dept. of Nuclear Safety

Argonne, IL, 1/24/96

IL, State of; Dept. of Nuclear Safety

IL, State of;, Dept. of Nuclear Safety
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Response id

1863
1864
1865
1869

1871

1874

1877
1885
1897
1899
1926
1929
1930
1934
1937
1938

1940
1943

1952

Gene
Robert
Gene
Michael
Amy
Earl

Don

Earl
Don

N/A
Earl

A

A
Peter
Francis
June
Laurence
Joan
Joan
Joan
Joan

Loretta
N/A
Sally
Rachel
Elizabeth
Neilly
Phoebe
Tiffany
Michael

Name

Bernardi
Sullivan
Bernardi
O'Shea
Fitzgerald
Leming

Sundquist

Leming
Sundquist

Anonymous
Coghans
Paull
Paull
Guglietta
Jones
Kiuglein
Silvestri
Anderson
Anderson
Anderson
Anderson

Ahouse
Anonymous
Boyce
Brown
Bryer
Buckalew
Conner
DeVoy
Grainey

Organization
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

ORR Local Oversight Comm., inc.

" TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation

TN; State of, Don Sunquist, Gov..

TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation
TN; State of, Don Sunquist, Gov.

N/A
Burr Ridge, IL, Village of; Board of Trustees
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

NA

Heart of America Northwest

N/A

N/A

N/A

Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
N/A

N/A

OR, State of; Dept. of Energy

Page 47 of 110




Response Id
1952

1954
1985
1986

1999

2002
2003
2011
2014
2016
2026
2029
2031
2032

2034

Greg
Carlel
Tim
Erin
James
Patrick
Jennifer
Paul
Beatrice
Emest
llyse
Alan
Claire
Tim
Zimya
Ruth

Phoebe
Richard
Richard
Julie
Earl
Jan
Richard
Richard
Richard
Richard
Richard
Richard
J.

J.

J.

Richard

Richard

Hostetler
lllegible
Kearney
Keplinger
Lee
Menendez
Moore
Nelson
Schott
Schott
Simon
Smith
Smith
Takaro
Toms-Trend
Uemura

Conner
Sanderson
Sanderson
Butler
Leming
Radimsky
Sanderson
Sanderson
Sanderson
Sanderson
Sanderson
Sanderson
Caseber
Caseber
Caseber

Sanderson

Sanderson

Organization

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A

U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities

U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities

NV, State of; Dept. of Admin.

TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation
CA, State of: EPA, Dept. of Toxic Substances Cntrl.
U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities

U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities

U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities

U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities

U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities

U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities
Citizens Opposing a Polluted Environmeﬁt
Citizens Opposing a Polluted Environment
Citizens Opposing a Poliuted Environment

U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities

U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities

Page 48 of 110 .




Response Id

2036

2038

2039

2040

2045

2048

2054

2055

2056

2059

2061

2063

2064

2068

2071

2072

2074

2076

2077

2078

2079

2080

Richard
Richard
Richard
Richard
N/A
N/A
N/A
Richard
Richard
N/A
Richard
Richard
Richard
N/A
N/A
Richard
N/A
N/A

N/A
Richard

Gregory
N/A
Felix
Richard

N/A

Sanderson
Sanderson
Sanderson
Sanderson
Brookhaven
Brookhaven
Brookhaven
Sanderson
Sanderson
Brookhaven
Sanderson
Sanderson
Sanderson
Brookhaven
Paducah/Portsmouth
Sanderson
Paducah/Portsmouth
Paducah/Portsmouth

Richland
Sanderson

Blass
Brookhaven
Grucci

Sanderson

Paducah/Portsmouth

Organization

U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities
U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities
U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities
U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities
Brookhaven, NY

érookhaven, NY

Brookhaven, NY

U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities
U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities
Brookhaven, NY

U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities
U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities
U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities
Brookhaven, NY

Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities
Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH

Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH

Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA

U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities

Suffolk Cnty., NY; Off. of the Cnty. Legislature

Brookhaven, NY

Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.

U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities

Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
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Response Id
2082

2084
2085
2086
2087
2090
2091
2093
2095
2096
2097
2099
2101
2102

2105

2106
2109
2110
2113
2114
2117
2118

2121

Richard

N/A

Richard

N/A

N/A

Richard

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Jean

N/A

N/A

N/A
Don

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Sanderson
Paducah/Portsmouth
Sanderson
Paducah/Portsmouth
Brookhaven
Sanderson
Brookhaven
Paducah/Portsmouth
Brookhaven
Paducah/Portsmouth
Paducah/Portsmouth
Mannhaupt
Paducah/Portsmouth
Brookhaven

Brookhaven
Garber

Paducah/Portsmouth
Brookhaven
Paducah/Portsmouth
Brookhaven
Paducah/Portsmouth
Brookhaven
Brookhaven

Brookhaven

Organization
U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities
Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities
Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
Brookhaven, NY
U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities
Brookhaven, NY
Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
Brookhaven, NY
Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
N/A
Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
Brookhaven, NY

Brookhaven, NY
Affiliated Brookhaven Civic Association

Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
Brookhaven, NY
Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
Brookhaven, NY
Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
Brookhaven, NY
Brookhaven, NY

Brookhaven, NY
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2126

2127

2128
2129
2130
2131
2134
2135
2136
2137

2138

2140
2142
2144
2145

2146

2147
2148
2149
2151

2154

2155

N/A

N/A
Felix

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Mark

N/A
Betty

N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

- N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
N/A

" N/A

Name

Paducah/Portsmouth

Brookhaven
Grucgci

Paducah/Portsmouth
Brookhaven
Paducah/Portsmouth
Brookhaven
Brookhaven
Paducah/Portsmouth
Brookhaven
Paducah/Portsmouth
Donham
Paducah/Portsmouth
Ray

Brookhaven
Brookhaven
Brookhaven

Paducah/Portsmouth

Paducah/Portsmouth
Rocky Flats

Brookhaven
Paducah/Portsmouth
Brookhaven
Brookhaven

Paducah/Portsmouth
Tracy

Paducah/Portsmouth

Organization
Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH

Brookhaven, NY
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.

Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
Brookhaven, NY
Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
Brookhaven, NY
Brookhaven, NY
Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
Brookhaven, NY
Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH

Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists
Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
N/A

Brookhaven, NY
Brookhaven, NY
Brookhaven, NY
Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH

Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
Arvada, CO

Brookhaven, NY
Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
Brookhaven, NY
Brookhaven, NY

Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
Tracy, CA

Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
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2157
2158
‘ 2160
2161
2163

2164

2165
2168

2171
2172
2174
2175
2177

2180

2181

2184

2187

2188

2189

1

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A

N/A
N/A

Caroline
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
Corinne
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Paducah/Portsmouth
Paducah/Portsmouth
Paducah/Portsmouth
Paducah/Portsmouth
Paducah/Portsmouth

Richland

Paducah/Portsmouth
Paducah/Portsmouth

Haight
Paducah/Portsmouth

Richiand

Richland
Paducah/Portsmouth
Whitehead

Richland

Paducah/Portsmouth

-Anonymous

Richland
Richland

Paducah/Portsmouth

Richiand

Paducah/Portsmouth

Organization
Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
Paducah, KY, aﬁd Portsmouth, OH

Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattie, WA
Heart of America Northwest, Hearing

Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH

KY, Commonwealth of; Dept. of Environ. Prot.
Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH

Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Heart of America Northwest, Hearing

Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Heart of America Northwest, Hearing

Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
Coalition for Health Concemns

Pendieton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Heart of America Northwest, Hearing

Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
Heart of America Northwest
Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA

Heart of America Northwest, Hearing

Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Heart of America Northwest, Hearing

Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH

Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Heart of America Northwest, Hearing

Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
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2190

2191

2192

2193

2194
2195
2196
2197
2198
2199
2200
2201
2202
2203

2206

2208
2212

2214

2215

2216

2217

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Jessica
N/A

N/A
N/A

Tiffany
N/A

Tiffany
N/A

N/A

Tiffany
N/A

Name

Paducah/Portsmouth

Richland

Paducah/Portsmouth

Richiand

Paducah/Portsmouth
Richland

Richland
Paducah/Portsmouth
Richland
Paducah/Portsmouth
Richland

Richland
Paducah/Portsmouth

Richiand

Dyson
Richland

Paducah/Portsmouth
Paducah/Portsmouth

DeVoy
Richiand

DeVoy
Richland

Paducah/Portsmouth

DeVoy
Richland

Organization
Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH

Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Heart of America Northwest, Hearing

Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH

Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Heart of America Northwest, Hearing

Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattie, WA
Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattie, WA
Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH

Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA

Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH

Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA

Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA

Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH

Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
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2218
Tiffany DeVoy
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
2222 .
N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
. N/A Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
2226
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
‘ Oregon Department of Energy :
2228 ‘ o :
Corinne Whitehead a Coalition for Health Concerns
2230 A .
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Oregon Department of Energy
2233
Corinne Whitehead Coalition for Health Concerns
2236
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Oregon Department of Energy
2238
N/A Richiand Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattie, WA
Oregon Department of Energy
2240
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Oregon Department of Energy
2244
N/A Richiand Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattie, WA
Hanford Advisory Board
Oregon Department of Energy
2245
N/A Richiand Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Oregon Department of Energy
2250
N/A Richland ‘ Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
League of Women Voters of Washington
2251
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
League of Women Voters of Washington
2255
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattie, WA
Hanford Advisory Board
2256
N/A Richland K Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Hanford Advisory Board
2257
Judy Donahoo N/A
2258
NA Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Hanford Advisory Board
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2259
2260
2261
2263
2264
2267

2269

2270

2272

2274

2287
2288
2290
2293

2296

Judy

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Michael
N/A

N/A

N/A
Robert
Felix
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Name
Donahoo

" Richland

Richland

Richland

Richland

Richland

Richland

Grainey
Richland

Richland

Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Ferguson

Grucci

Richland

Richland

Richland

Richland

Richiand

Richiand

Organization

N/A

Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Hanford Advisory Board

Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Physicians for Social Responsibility

Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Physicians for Social Responsibility

Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/PéscolSeattle. WA
Physicians for Social Responsibility

Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Physicians for Social Responsibility

Pendieton/Portland, OR; LaceylPascoISeattle, WA
Physicians for Social Responsibility

OR, State of; Dept. of Energy
Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattie, WA
Physicians for Social Responsibility

Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattie, WA
Physicians for Social Responsibility

Argonne, IL, 1/24/96

ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL

Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Physicians for Social Responsibility

Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Hanford Watch

Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattie, WA
Hanford Watch

Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Hanford Watch

Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattie, WA
Hanford Watch

Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Hanford Watch
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2297

2300

2301

2302

2303

2304

2305

2306

2307
2309

2310

2311
2313
2314
2315

2316

John
N/A

Al

Amy
Michael
N/A
Mary

N/A

Dale

N/A
N/A
N/A

Dale

N/A

N/A
Dale
William
N/A
N/A
Dale
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
Lynn

Adams
Brookhaven
Conklin
Fitzgerald
Grainey
Richland
Riveland

Richtand

Schutte

Richiand

Richiand

Richland

Schutte

Richiand

Richland

Schutte

Fulkerson
Paducah/Portsmouth

Rocky Flats
Schutte

Richland
Richland
Richland
Richland

Richland
Simms

Organization
CA; State of, Water Resour. Cntrl. Brd.
Brookhaven, NY
WA, State of; Dept. of Health
ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc.
OR, State of. Dept. of Energy
Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
Hanford Watch

Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Hanford Watch

NTS Community Advisory Board

Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Hanford Watch

Pendileton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Hanford Watch

Pendieton/Portiand, OR; L.acey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Hanford Watch

NTS Community Advisory Board

Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Hanford Watch

Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
NTS Community Advisory Board

Friends of Oak Ridge National Laboratory
Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH

Arvada, CO

NTS Community Advisory Board
Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Pendieton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA

Pendieton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattie, WA
N/A
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2317

2318

2319
2324

2327

2328
2329
2331
2332
2333
2334
2336
2337
2338
2339
2340
2341
2343
2345
2346
2347

2351

N/A
Lynn

Michael
N/A

N/A

Jaromir

Jaromir

Mary

William
William
William
William
William

William

William

Becky
Becky
Becky
Becky
Becky
Becky
Becky
Becky
Becky

Becky

Richtand
Simms

Grainey
Richland
Richland
Penicka

Penicka
Vasvery

Fulkerson
Fulkerson
Fulkerson
Fulkerson
Fulkerson
Fulkerson
Fu|kers§n
Gurka
Gurka
Gurka
Gurka
Gurka
Gurka
Gurka
Gurka
Gurka

Gurka

Organization

Pendletorn/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
N/A

OR, State of; Dept. of Energy

Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattie, WA
Oregon Department of Energy

Pendieton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
N/A

N/A
N/A

Friends of Oak Ridge National Laboratory
Friends of Oak Ridge National Laboratory
Friends of Oak Ridge National Laboratory
Friends of Oak Ridge National Laboratory
Friends of Oak Ridge National Laboratory
Friends of Oak Ridge National Laboratory
Friends of Oak Ridge National Laboratory
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
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2352

Becky Gurka N/A
2354
Becky Gurka N/A
2374
Eldon Ball N/A
N/A Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
Al Puckett Coalition for Health Concerns
Lynn Simms N/A
2381 '
' liyse Simon ‘ N/A
2384 A
Bob Slay : SRS Citizens Advisory Board
2385
Bob Slay SRS Citizens Advisory Board
2386
Bob Slay SRS Citizens Advisory Board
2387
: Bob Slay SRS Citizens Advisory Board
2388
Bob Slay _ SRS Citizens Advisory Board
2390
Bob Slay SRS Citizens Advisory Board
2391
Bob Slay SRS Citizens Advisory Board
2392
Bob Slay SRS Citizens Advisory Board
2393
Bob Slay _ SRS Citizens Advisory Board
2398
Bob Slay SRS Citizens Advisory Board
2400
Bob Slay SRS Citizens Advisory Board
2402 ‘
Bob Slay SRS Citizens Advisory Board
2403
Bob Slay SRS Citizens Advisory Board
2404
Bob . Slay SRS Citizens Advisory Board
2405
Bob Slay . SRS Citizens Advisory Board
2406 :
Bob Slay SRS Citizens Advisory Board
2407
Bob Slay SRS Citizens Advisory Board
2409
Bob Slay SRS Citizens Advisory Board
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Response Id Name Organization
2410

Bob Slay SRS Citizens Advisory Board
2411

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2412 '

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2415

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2416 A ’

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2417

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2421

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2422

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2423

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2425

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2426

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2427 ‘

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2428

Robert Ferguson 1D, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2429

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2431

Robert Ferguson - ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2434 :

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2435 ‘

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2436

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2437

Robert Ferguson ID, State of, Oversight Prog., INEL
2438

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2439

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2440 i

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2441

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2445

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
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Response id Name Organization
2446

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2447 _

Robert Ferguson ID, State of, Oversight Prog., INEL
2449

Robert Ferguson 1D, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2450

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2451

Robert Ferguson . ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2454

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2455 '

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2456 '

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2457

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2458

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2459

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2460

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2465

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2468 _

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2469

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2470

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2471 _

' Robert Ferguson - ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL

2473

Robert ‘Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2474 .

Robert Ferguson _ ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2475

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2477 -

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2479
. Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2480

Robert Ferguson : 1D, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2481

Robert Ferguson iD, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
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Response Id
12482

2483
2484
2485
2487
2488
2489
2490
2491
2492
2493
2494
2495
2496
2497
2498
2499
2500
2501
2502
2503
2505
2506

2507

Robert

Robert

Robert

Robert

Robert

Robert

Robert

Robert

Robert

Robert

Robert

Robert

Robert

Robert

Robert

Robert

Robert

Robert

Robert

Robert

Robert

Robert

Robert

Robert

Name
Ferguson
Ferguson
Ferguson
Ferguson
Ferguson
Ferguson
Ferguson
Ferguson
Ferguson
Ferguson
Ferguson
Ferguson
Ferguson
Ferguson
Ferguson
Ferguson
Ferguson
Ferguson
Ferguson
Ferguson
Ferguson
Ferguson
Ferguson

Ferguson

Organization
ID, State of; Overs.ight Prog., INEL
ID, State of, Oversight Prog., INEL
ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
ID, State of, Oversight Prog., INEL
ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
ID, State of, Oversight Prog., INEL
ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
ID, State of, Oversight Prog., INEL
ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
ID, State of, Oversight Prog., INEL
ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL

ID, State of, Oversight Prog., INEL
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2508
Robert Ferguson ID, State of, Oversight Prog., INEL
2509
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2510
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2511
’ Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2512 A
Robert Ferguson " ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2513 * .
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2514
Robert . Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2515
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2516
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2517
Robert Ferguson ID, State of;, Oversight Prog., INEL -
2518
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2519
" Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2520
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2521
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2523
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2526
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2527
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2528
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2529
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2530
Robert Ferguson 1D, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2531
Robert Ferguson ID, State of, Oversight Prog., INEL
2532 .
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2533 _
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2535
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
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Response Id Name Organization
2536

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2537

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2538

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2539

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2540 :

: Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL

2541

Robert Ferguson ID, State of;, Oversight Prog., INEL
2542

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2543

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2544

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2545

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2547

Robert Ferguson ' ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL .
2548

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2549

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2550

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2551

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2552

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2555

Robert’ Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2556

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2557

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2558

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2559

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2560

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2562

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2564

Robert Ferguson ID, State of, Oversight Prog., INEL
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Response Id Name Organization
2565

Robert Ferguson _ ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2566

Robert Ferguson 1D, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2567

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2568

N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2569 .

Robert Ferguson " 1D, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2570 ' ,

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2571

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2572

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2573

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2574

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2575

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2576

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2578

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2581

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2583

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2584 ‘

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2587 ‘ .

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2589

Robert Ferguson 1D, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2591

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2594

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2595

Robert Ferguson 1D, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL

Amy Fitzgerald ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc.
2597

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2599

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
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2602

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2605

Robert Ferguson ID, State of, Oversight Prog., INEL
2606

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2607

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2608 .

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2610

Marjorie Grove N/A
2617

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2618

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2620

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2623

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2624

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2625 ,

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2628

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2629 '

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2630

Robert Ferguson ' ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2631

Worth Gurley N/A
2633 _

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2634

Phoebe Conner N/A

Worth Gurley N/A
2635

- Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL

2637

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2638

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2639

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2641

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
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Response id
2642

2643
2645
2646
2647
2648
2649
2650

2651

2652
2653

2654

2655

2657

Robert
Robert
Robert
Robert
Robert
Robert
Robert
Charles

Lucia

J.
Ludell
Charles
Virginia
Lauren
Jennifer
Patricia
Nancy
Cecily
Esther
Evelyn
Candace
A.

N/A
Betty
N/A
Laurie
llyse
Nadya
Corinne

Robert
Robert

Charles
Linda

Charles

Robert

Name
Ferguson
Ferguson
Ferguson
Ferguson
Ferguson
Fergusbn
Ferguson
Engiund

August
Caseber
Deutscher
Englund
Fabilli
Forcella
Freeman
Herbert
Herrick

Hill

Ho

Hoye
Kilchenman
MacDonald
Paducah/Portsmouth
Ray

Rocky Flats
Senauke
Simon
Tichman
Whitehead

Ferguson
Ferguson

Englund
Wiltier

Englund

Ferguson

Organization

ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
16, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
iD, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
N/A

Marriage, Family & Child Counselor
Citizens Opposing a Polluted Environment
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Paducah Middle School

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
N/A

Arvada, CO

N/A

N/A

NA

Coalition for Health Concerns

iD, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
ID, State of, Oversight Prog., INEL

N/A
N/A

N/A
ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
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Response Id
2690

2701

2702

2710
2715

2718

2759
2760
2775
2177
2780
2782
2783
2795
2796
2797
2800
2802
2807
2809
2812
2813

2814

George
Susan

Mary
Susan

Vicky
Elaine

Robert
David

Patricia
Patricia
Eric
Eric
Felix
Felix
Felix
Felix
Felix -
Felix
Felix
Felix
Felix
Susan
Susan
Felix

Felix

Freund
Dulany

Barton
Dulany

Dastillung
Tackett

Ferguson
Losey

Sexton/Nied
Sexton/Nied
Gustafson
Gustafson
Grucci
Grucci
Grucci
Grucci
Grucci
Grucci
Grucci
Grucci
Grucci
Offerdal
Offerdal
Grucci

Grucci

‘Organization
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A

ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
N/A

Kingery East Community Association
Kingery East Community Association

N/A

N/A

Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of, Off. of the Super.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
U.S. EPA, Region X

U.S. EPA, Region X

Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
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Response |d Name Organization
2659

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2660

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2662

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2663

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2665 .

Robert Ferguson ' ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2667 ' _

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2668 .

Robert Ferguson 1D, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2669

Robert Ferguson 1D, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2670

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2672

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL -
2673

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2674 '

Lou Coots N/A

Al Puckett Coalition for Health Concerns
2675

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2676

Robert Ferguson iD, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2677

Robert Ferguson 1D, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2679

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2680 '

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2682

' Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL

2683

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2685

Robert Ferguson 1D, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2686

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2687

Lou Coots N/A
2689

George Freund N/A
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2815

2816
2817
2818
2819
2820
2821
2823
2825
2826
2827
2829
2830
2831
2833
2834
2835
2836
2838
2840
2842
2844
2845

2846

Felix
Susan
Felix
Susan
Felix
Felix
Susan
Susan
Susan
Felix
Susan
Felix
Felix
Susan
Susan

Susan

Susan

Susan

Susan

Susan

Felix

Susan

Felix

Felix

Grucci

Offerdal

Grucci

Offerdal

Grucgci

Grucci

Offerdal

Offerdal

Offerdal

Grucci

Offerdal

Grucci

Grucci

Offerdal

Offerdal

Offerdal

Offerdal

Offerdal

Offerdal

Offerdal

Grucci

- Offerdal

Grucci

Grucci

Organization
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
U.S. EPA, Region X
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.

U.S. EPA, Region X

‘Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.

Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
U.S. EPA, Region X
U.S. EPA, Region X
U.S. EPA, Region X
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
U.S. EPA, Region X
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
U.S. EPA, Region X
U.S. EPA, Region X
U.S. EPA, Region X
U.S. EPA, Region X
U.S. EPA, Region X
U.S. EPA, Region X
U.S. EPA, Region X
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
U.S. EPA, Region X
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of, Off. of the Super.
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2847

Susan Offerdal U.S. EPA, Region X
2848

Susan Offerdal ' U.S. EPA, Region X
2849

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
2850

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of, Off. of the Super.
2851 A

Susan Offerdal U.S. EPA, Region X
2852

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
2853

Susan Offerdal U.S. EPA, Region X
2855 A

Susan . Offerdal U.S. EPA, Region X
2856

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
2860 ;

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
2862

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
2864 '

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
2865 .

’ Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL

2867

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2869

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
2870 .

Robert Ferguson 1D, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2871 .

Felix " Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
2872

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2873

Felix Grucci , Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
2874

Robert Ferguson ID, State of, Oversight Prog., INEL
2876

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
2877

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
2878

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of, Off. of the Super.
2879

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
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2880

2881

2888

2889

2891

2892

2893

2895

2896

2897

2898

2899

2900

2901

2903

2904

2905

2906

2907

2908

2909

2910

2911

Felix
Robert
Robert
Robert
Robert
Felix
Robert
Felix
Robert
Robert
Felix

Amy

Felix
Felix

Felix

Felix
Felix
Felix

N/A
Felix

Amy
N/A

Felix

Name
Grucci
Ferguson
Ferguson
Ferguson
Ferguson
Grucci
Ferguson
Grucci
Ferguson
Ferguson
Grucci
Fitzgerald
Fitzgerald
Grucci
Grucci
Grucci
Fitzgerald
Grucci
Grucci
Grucci

Brookhaven
Grucci

Fitzgerald
Oak Ridge

Grucci

Organization

Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL

ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL

ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL

ID, State of, Oversight Prog., INEL -
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL

ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc.

ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
Brookﬁaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of, Off. of the Super.

Brookhaven, NY
Brookhaven, NY, Town of, Off. of the Super.

ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc.
Oak Ridge, TN

Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
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Response Id

2913
2914
2915
2916
2919
2921
2923
2924
2926
2927
2928
2929
2930
2931

2935
2936

2937

2938

2939

2940

2941

2944

Amy
Amy
Felix
Felix
Amy

Amy

- Amy

Amy
Amy
Amy
Felix
Amy
Felix
Amy
Felix
Felix
Amy

N/A
Felix

Robert
Felix
Earl
Amy

Felix

Name

Fitzgerald
Fitzgerald
Grucci
Grucci
Fitzgerald
Fitzgerald
Fitzgerald
Fitzgerald
Fitzgerald
Fitzgerald
Grucci
Fitzgerald
Grucci
Fitzgerald
Grucci
Grucci
Fitzgerald

Brookhaven
Grucci

Fitzgerald
Ferguson
Grucci
Leming

Fitzgerald

Grucci

Organization

ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc.

ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc.

ORR Local Oversight Comm., In¢. -

ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc.

ORR Local Oversight Comm., inc.

ORR Local Oversight Comm., Iné.

ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of, Off. of the Super.
ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc.

Brookhaven, NY
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.

ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc.

ID, State of: Oversight Prog., INEL
Brookhaven, NY, Town of, Off. of the Super.
TN; State of, Dept. of Environ. & Conservation

ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc.

Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
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Response Id

2946

2947

2948

2949

2950

2951

2953

2954

2956

2957

2958

2964

2965

2966

2967

2969

2971

2972

2974

2975

2980

2981

2983

Felix
Amy
Felix
Amy
Felix
Felix
Amy
Felix
Fay

Mary
Felix
Amy
Felix
Felix
Felix
Amy

Felix

Amy
Felix

Amy

Felix
Felix

Felix

Name
Grucci
Fitzgerald
Grucci
Fitzgeraid
Grucci
Grucci
Fitzgerald
Grucci
McConnaughey
Riveland
Grucci
Fitzgerald
Grucci
Grucci
Grucci
Fitzgerald
Grucci
Fitzgerald
Fitzgerald
Grucci
Fitzgerald
Fitzgerald
Grucci
Grucci

Grucci

Organization
Brookhaven, NY, Town of, Off. of the Super.
ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
WA, State of: Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of, Off. of the Super.
ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc.
ORR Local Oversight Comm., inc.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
ORR Locat Oversight Comm., Inc.
ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.

Brookhaven, NY, Town of, Off. of the Super.

Page 73 of 110




Response Id
2984

2985
2987
2989
2990
2991
2992
2993
2995
2996
3003
3005
3007
3008
3011
3012
3013
3014
3015
3016
3017
3018
3019

3023

Thomas
Thomas
Thomas
Thomas
Felix
Felix
Felix
Felix
Thomas
Thomas
Thomas
Thomas
Thomas

Mary

Name

Grucci
Fitzgeraid
Grucci
Fitzgerald
Fitzgerald
Grucci
Fitzgerald
Grucci
Fitzgerald
Grucci
Winston
Winston
Winston
Winston
Grucci
Grucci
Grucci
Grucci
Winston
Winston
Winston
Winston
Winston

Riveland

Organization
Brookhaven, NY, Town of, Off. of the Super.
ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of, Off. of tﬁe Super.
ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc.
ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc.-
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Supér.
ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
OH, State of, EPA
OH, State of, EPA
OH, State of, EPA
OH, State of, EPA
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super.
Brookhaven, NY, Town of, Off. of the Super.
OH, State of, EPA
OH, State of, EPA
OH, State of, EPA
OH, sﬁm of, EPA
OH, State of, EPA
WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
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Response Id
3025

3026
3027
3028
3029
3032
3033
3034
3035
3036

3038

3039
3040

3041

3042

3043

3044
3046
3047

3048

3050

3052

Mary
Mary
Mary
Mary
Mary
Mary
Mary
Mary
Mary
Mary

Mary
Thomas

Mary

Mary

Fay
Mary

Mary

Fay '
Mary

Mary
Mary
Mary

Fay
Mary

Mary

Mary

Name
Riveland
Riveland
Riveland
Riveland
Riveland
Riveland
Riveland
Riveland
Riveland
Riveland

Riveland
Winston

Riveland
Riveland

McConnaughey
Riveland

Riveland

McConnaughey
Riveland

Riveland
Riveland
Riveland

McConnaughey
Riveland

Riveland

IRiveland

Organization
WA, State of, Dept. of Ecology
WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
WA, State of, Dept. of Ecology
WA, State of, Dept. of Ecology
WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
WA, State of, Dept. of Ecology’
WA, State of, Dept. of Ecology
WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology

WA, State of, Dept. of Ecology

"WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology

WA, State of, Dept. of Ecology
OH, State of, EPA

WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology

WA, State of: Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
WA, State of, Dept. of Ecology

WA, State of, Dept. of Ecology

WA, State of: Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology

WA, State of, Dept. of Ecology
WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology

WA, State of. Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology

WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology

WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
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3053
Fay McConnaughey WA, State of: Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3057
Fay McConnaughey WA, State of: Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3058
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3060
Mary Riveland ‘WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
Thomas Winston OH, State of, EPA
3061
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3062
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3063
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3066
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3067
Mary Riveland WA, State of, Dept. of Ecology
3068
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3069
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3074
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3072
Mary Riveland WA, State of, Dept. of Ecology
3073 _
Mary Riveland WA, State of, Dept. of Ecology
3075 ' '
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3077 ‘
Fay McConnaughey WA, State of: Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
- 3079
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3080
Mary Riveland WA, State of, Dept. of Ecology
3081 _
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3082
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3083
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3084 '
Mary Riveland : WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
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3085

Fay McConnaughey WA, State of: Dept. of Fish and Wildlife

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3087

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3088

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3089 '

Mary Riveland : WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3093 ~

Fay McConnaughey WA, State of: Dept. of Fish and Wildlife

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3094 '

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3095

Fay McConnaughey WA, State of: Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
3096

Mary Riveland WA, State of, Dept. of Ecology
3097

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3098

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3099

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3100

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3102

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3103

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3104

Maiy Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3106 A |

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3107 _

Mary Riveland ' WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3108 .

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3109 »

‘Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3110

Mary Riveland WA, State of, Dept. of Ecology
3112

Mary Riveland WA, State of, Dept. of Ecology
3113

Mary Riveland WA, State of, Dept. of Ecology
3114

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology

Page 77 of 110
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3115

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3116

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3117

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3118

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3119

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3120 '

‘ Mary Riveland WA, State of, Dept. of Ecology -

3121

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3122

Mary Riveland WA, State of, Dept. of Ecology
3123

Mary Riveland WA, State of, Dept. of Ecology
3124

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3125

Mary Riveland ~ WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3126

Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3127

Mary Riveland WA, State of;, Dept. of Ecology
3128 .

. Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3129

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3130

Mary - Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3131

Mary Riveland WA, State of, Dept. of Ecology
3133 )

Mary Riveland : WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3134

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3135

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3136

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3137

Mary Riveland WA, State of, Dept. of Ecology
3138

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology o

Page 78 of 110

I



Response Id Name Organization
3139

N/A Oak Ridge Oak Ridge, TN
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology '
Hanford Watch
3140
Mary Riveland WA, State of, Dept. of Ecology
3143
Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center
3145 ‘ ‘ '
’ Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center
3146 _
Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center
3147
Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center
3148
Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center
3149
Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center
3150 '
Don Hancock ‘ Southwest Research and Information Center
3151 ‘
Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center
3152
Don Hancock , Southwest Research and Information Center
3153
Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center
3154 ‘
Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center
3155
Don Hancock Southwest Research and information Center
3158 ‘
Merilyn Reeves Hanford Advisory Board
3161 ‘
Merilyn Reeves Hanford Advisory Board
3166 .
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy
Merilyn Reeves Hanford Advisory Board
3167
Merilyn Reeves Hanford Advisory Board
3169
Merilyn Reeves Hanford Advisory Board
3170
Merityn Reeves Hanford Advisory Board
3172
Michael Grainey OR, State of, Dept. of Energy
3173
Loretta Ahouse N/A
Sally Boyce N/A
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3173

3174
3177
3180
3182

3183

3185
3186
3187
3189
.3192
3193
3194
3195

3196

3197

Rachel
Tiffany
Michael
Carlel
Tim
Erin
James
Patrick
Jennifer
Beatrice

llyse
Alan
Claire
Zimya
Michael
Michael
Caroline
Michael
Michael
Caroline
Mary
Caroline
Michael
Michael
Caroline
Caroline
Caroline
Michael

Caroline

Michael
N/A

Michael

Brown
DeVoy
Grainey
lilegible
Kearney
Keplinger
Lee
Menendez
Moore
Schott
Simon -
Smith
Smith
Toms-Trend

Grainey
Grainey
Haight
Grainey
Grainey
Haight
Riveland
Haight

Grainey

Grainey

" Haight

Haight
Haight
Grainey
Haight

Grainey
Richland

Grainey

Organization

N/A
N/A
OR, State of; Dept. of Energy
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

OR, State of; Dept. of Energy
OR, State of; Dept. of Energy
KY, Commonwealth of; Dept. of Environ. Prot.
OR, State of; Dept. of Energy

OR, State of; Dept. of Energy
KY, Commonwealth of; Dept. of Environ. Prot.
WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology

KY, Commonwealth of; Dept. of Environ. Prot.
OR, State of;, Dept. of Energy
OR, State of; Dept. of Energy

KY, Commonweaith of; Dept. of Environ. Prot.

. KY, Commonwealth of;, Dept. of Environ. Prot.

KY, Commonwealth of; Dept. of Environ. Prot.

OR, State of; Dept. of Energy

KY, Commonwealth of; Dept. of Environ. Prot.

OR, State of; Dept. of Energy

Pendieton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattie, WA
Oregon Department of Energy

OR, State of; Dept. of Energy
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3199

Caroline Haight KY, Commonwealth of, Dept. of Environ. Prot.
3200
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy
3201
Caroline Haight KY, Commonwealth of; Dept. of Environ. Prot.
3203
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy
3204 A
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy
3206
Michael Grainey OR, State of;, Dept. of Energy
3208
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy
3209
. Michael Grainey OR, State of, Dept. of Energy
3210
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy
3212 ’
Pat Broudy National Assn. of Atomic Veterans
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
C. Lawrence Comett
Tom Marshall Rocky Mountain Peace Center
Linda Murakami Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board
Diana Salisbury N/A
Virginia Sanchez Citizen Alert Native American Program
Andrew Thurlow N/A
3214
Tom ‘Marshall Rocky Mountain Peace Center
3215
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy
3217 _
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy
Mary . Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology
3218
Tom - Marshall Rocky Mountain Peace Center
N/A Rocky Flats Arvada, CO
3221 v
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy
3222
Tom Marshall Rocky Mountain Peace Center
3225 '
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy
3226
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy
3227
Tom Marshall Rocky Mountain Peace Center
3228
Tom Marshall Rocky Mountain Peace Center
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Response Id Name Organization

3229

Michael Grainey OR, State of. Dept. of Energy
3230

Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy
3231

Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy
3235

Michael Grainey OR, State of, Dept. of Energy
3236 A

Roger Mulder TX, State of; Office of the Governor
3238

Michael Grainey , OR, State of. Dept. of Energy
3239

Charles imbrecht CA, State of. Energy Commission
3242

Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy
3243

Charles imbrecht CA, State of, Energy Commission
3244

Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy
3246

Michael Grainey OR, State of, Dept. of Energy
3247

Jacqueline  Cabasso Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs

Charles Imbrecht CA, State of. Energy Commission
3248

Charles imbrecht CA, State of; Energy Commission
3249

Jane Williams Desert Citizens Against Pollution
3252

Charles Imbrecht CA, State of; Energy Commission
3253 :

Jane Williams Desert Citizens Against Pollution
3254 :

Charles Imbrecht CA, State of; Energy Commission
3258

Jane Williams Desert Citizens Against Pollution
3256

Jane Williams Desert Citizens Against Pollution
3257

Charles Imbrecht CA, State of; Energy Commission
3258

Jane Williams Desert Citizens Against Pollution
3260

Linda Murakami Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board
3262 .

Tom Marshall Rocky Mountain Peace Center

Linda Murakami Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board
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Response Id
3265

3267
3268
3269
3270
3271

3272

3276

3282

3285
3287

3288

3291

3293
3294
3295
3297
3299
3301

3302

Linda
Linda
Linda
Richard
Linda
Linda

Elizabeth
Richard
N/A

Linda

Les
Jacqueline
Gedi

Amy
Linda
Philiip

Les

Les

Les
Phillip

Les
Phillip

Phillip |
Phillip
Les
Phillip
Phillip
Les

Les

Name

Murakami
Murakami
Murakami
Holmes
Murakami
Murakami
Bryer
Holmes
Nevada

Murakami

Bradshaw
Cabasso

Cibas

Fitzgerald
Murakami
Niedzielski-Eichner
Bradshaw
Bradshaw

Bradshaw
Niedzielski-Eichner

Bradshaw
Niedzielski-Eichner

Niedzieiski-Eichner
Niedzielski-Eichner
Bradshaw
Niedzielski-Eichner
Niedzielski-Eichner
Bradshaw

Bradshaw

Organization
Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board
Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board
Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board

Clark Cnty, NV, Dept. of Comp. Planning

‘Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board '-

Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board

N/A

Clark Cnty, NV, Dept. of Comp. Planning

Las Vegas, NV

Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board

Nye Cnty., NV, Nuclear Waste Repository Proj. Off.
Westemn States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs
NM, State of, Environment Department

ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc.

Rocky Fiats Citizens Advisory Board

Energy Communities Alliance

Nye Cnty., NV, Nuclear Waste Repository Proj. Off.
Nye Cnty., NV, Nuclear Waste Repository Proj. Off.

Nye Cnty., NV, Nuclear Waste Repository Proj. Off.
Energy Communities Alliance

Nye Cnty., NV, Nuclear Waste Repository Proj. Off.
Energy Communities Alliance

Energy Communities Alliance
Energy Communities Alliance
Nye Cnty., NV, Nuciear Waste Repository Proj. Off.
Energy Communities Alliance
Energy Communities Alliance

Nye Cnty., NV, Nuclear Waste Repository Proj. Off.

.Nye Cnty., NV, Nuclear Waste Repository Proj. Off.
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3304
Les Bradshaw Nye Cnty., NV, Nuclear Waste Repository Proj. Off.
Phillip Niedzielski-Eichner Energy Communities Alliance
3306
Phillip Niedzielski-Eichner Energy Communities Alliance
3307
Les Bradshaw Nye Cnty., NV, Nuclear Waste Repository Proj. Off.
Phillip Niedzielski-Eichner Energy Communities Alliance
3308 <
Les Bradshaw Nye Cnty., NV, Nuclear Waste Repository Proj. Off.
Phillip Niedzielski-Eichner Energy Communities Alliance
3309
Les Bradshaw Nye Cnty., NV, Nuciear Waste Repository Proj. Off.
Phillip Niedzielski-Eichner Energy Communities Alliance
3311
Les Bradshaw Nye Cnty., NV, Nuclear Waste Repository Proj. Off.
3315
lan Zabarte W. Shoshone Nat. Council, Nuc. Waste Prog.
3324
Jean Mannhaupt N/A
3325
Jean Mannhaupt N/A
3328
Jean Mannhaupt N/A
3329
Jean Mannhaupt N/A
3330
Jean Mannhaupt N/A
3331
Jean Mannhaupt N/A
3332 v
Jean . Mannhaupt N/A
3333 .
Bonnie Bonneau Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST)
3334 .
Bonnie " Bonneau Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST)
3336 .
Bonnie Bonneau Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST)
3337 _
Bonnie Bonneau Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST)
3338
Bonnie Bonneau Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST)
3339
Bonnie Bonneau Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST)
3340 .
Bonnie Bonneau Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST)
3341 ’
Bonnie Bonneau Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST):
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Response Id
3342

3343
3344
3345
3346
3347
3349
3350
3351
3352
3353
3354
3355
3356
3357
3359
3362
3363

3364

3365

3366

3367

3368

Bonnie

Bonnie .

Bonnie
Bonnie
Bonnie
Bonnie
Mark
Mark
Mark
Mark
Mark
Mark
Mark
Mark
Mark

Mark

Mark

Mark

N/A
Mark

Robert

Mark
Mary

Robert

Robert

Name
Bonneau
Bonneau
Bonneau
Bonneau
Bonneau
Bonneau
Donham
Donham
Donham
Donham
Donham
Donham
Donham
Donham
Donham
Donham
Donham
Donham

Albuquerque
Donham

Ferguson

Donham
Riveland

Ferguson

Ferguson

Organization
Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST)
Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST)
Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST)
Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST)
Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST)
Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST)
Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists
Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists
Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists
Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists
Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists
Reg. Assoc. of Concemed Environmentalists
Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists
Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists
Reg. Assoc. of Concened Environmentalists
Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists
Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists
Reg. Assoc. of ancemed Environmentalists

Santa Fe, NM
Reg. Assoc. of Concemed Environmentalists

ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL

Reg. Assoc. of Concemed Environmentalists
WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology

ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
iD, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
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Response id Name Organization
3369
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
3370 .
Robert Ferguson : ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
3371 |
Mark Donham ' Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists
3373
Robert Ferguson 1D, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
3374 _ .
Mark Donham _ Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists
3375
Mark Donham Req. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists
3376
Mark Donham Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists
3377
Mark Donham Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists
N/A Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
3379
Mark Donham Regq. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists
3380
Robert Ferguson ID, State of, Oversight Prog., INEL
3381
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
3383
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
3384
Robert Ferguson ID, State of, Oversight Prog., INEL
3385
Robert Ferguson ID, State of, Oversight Prog., INEL
3386 ,
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
3388 ’
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
3389 ' _
Robert ~ Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
3390 ]
Robert Ferguson ID, State of, Oversight Prog., INEL
3391
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
3393
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
Susan Offerdal U.S. EPA, Region X
Diana Salisbury N/A
Richard Sanderson U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities
3394
Robert Ferguson 1D, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
3397
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
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Response id

3398

3399

3410

3411

3412

Mark
Mark

Mark
Diana

Mark
Mark

Lou
Mark
Cary

Robert
Robert
Robert
Robert
Robert

Loretta
N/A
Sally
Tiffany
Greg
Tim
Erin
Fay
Patrick
Jennifer
N/A
Mary
Beatrice
Emest
lyse
Alan
Zimya
Ruth

Loretta
Eldon
Sally

Donham
Donham

Donham
Salisbury

Donham
Donham

Coots
Donham
Driver

Ferguson
Ferguson
Ferguson
Ferguson
Ferguson

Ahouse
Anonymous
Boyce
DeVoy
Hostetler
Kearney
Keplinger
McConnaughey
Menendez
Moore
Richland
Riveland
Schott
Schott
Simon
Smith
Toms-Trend
Uemura

Ahouse
Ball

Boyce

Organization
Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists
Reg. Assoc. of Concemed Environmentalists

Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists
N/A

Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists

‘Reg. Assoc. of Concemed Environmentalists

N/A
Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists
Paducah Middle School

ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL
ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL

N/A

Heart of America Northwest

NA .

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

WA, State of: Dept. of Fish and Wildiife
N/A

N/A

Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattie, WA
WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A .

N/A

N/A

Heart of America Northwest, Hearing
Oregon Department of Energy

N/A
N/A
N/A
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Response Id Name ~ Organization

- 3412
Rachel Brown N/A
Elizabeth Bryer N/A
Tiffany DeVoy N/A
Marjorie Grove N/A
Greg " Hostetler N/A
Carlel lilegible N/A
Tim Keamey N/A
Erin Keplinger N/A
James Lee N/A
Alice Longo " N/A
Patrick Menendez : N/A
Jennifer Moore N/A
Paul Nelson N/A
Susan Newsome N/A
Beatrice Schott N/A
Ernest Schott N/A
liyse Simon N/A
Alan Smith N/A
Claire Smith N/A
Zimya Toms-Trend N/A
Ruth Uemura N/A
3421
Loretta Ahouse N/A
N/A Anonymous Heart of America Northwest
Sally Boyce N/A
Rachel Brown N/A
Tiffany DeVoy N/A
Carlel lllegible N/A
Tim Keamey N/A
Erin Keplinger N/A
James Lee - N/A
Patrick Menendez N/A
Jennifer Moore N/A
Paul i Nelson N/A
Beatrice Schott N/A
Emest. Schott N/A
liyse Simon N/A
Alan Smith N/A
Claire Smith N/A
Tim Takaro N/A
Zimya Toms-Trend N/A
Ruth Uemura N/A
3422
Loretta Ahouse N/A
Sally Boyce N/A
Rachel Brown N/A
Tiffany DeVoy N/A
Carlel lilegible N/A
Tim Kearney N/A
Erin Keplinger N/A
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Response Id
3422

3423

3424

3426

James
Patrick
N/A
Mary
Beatrice
Emest
llyse
Alan
Tim
Zimya
Ruth

Loretta
Tim
James
Patrick
Jennifer
Ernest
llyse
Alan
Claire
Tim

Loretta
Sally
Rachel
Tiffany
Tim

Erin
James
Patrick
Jennifer
Beatrice
Ernest
liyse
Alan
Claire
Tim
Zimya

Loretta
Sally
Rachel
Tiffany
Carlel
Tim
Erin
James
Patrick

Lee
Menendez
Richland
Riveland
Schott
Schott
Simon
Smith
Takaro
Toms-Trend
Uemura

Ahouse
Kearney
Lee
Menendez
Moore
Schott
Simon
Smith
Smith
Takaro

Ahouse
Boyce
Brown
DeVoy
Kearney
Keplinger
Lee
Menendez
Moore
Schott
Schott
Simon

 Smith

Smith
Takaro
Toms-Trend

Ahouse
Boyce
Brown
DeVoy
lllegible
Kearney
Keplinger
Lee
Menendez

Organization

N/A

N/A

Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA -
WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Heart of America Northwest, Hearing

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A |
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
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Response Id

3426

3524
3527
3528
3550
3531
3533
3535
3537
3538
3539

3544

3548

3550

3552
3553

3554

3556

3557

Jennifer
Beatrice
Emest
liyse
Alan
Claire
Zimya
Michael
Vernon
Vemon
Vemon
Vernon
Vemon
Vemon
Vemnon
Vemon

Vernon

Fay
Mary

Don
Fay
Mary

Gedi
N/A

Gedi
Gedi

Fay
Mary

Gedi

Gedi

Moore
Schott
Schott
Simon
Smith
Smith
Toms-Trend
Gerrard
Brechin
Brechin
Brechin
Brechin
Brechin
Brechin
Brechin
Brechin
Brechin

McConnaughey
Riveland

Hancock

. McConnaughey

Riveland

Cibas
Oak Ridge

Cibas
Cibas

McConnaughey
Riveland

Cibas

Cibas

Organization
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A

Amold & Porter
NIA
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

WA, State of: Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
WA, State of, Dept. of Ecology

Southwest Research and Information Center
WA, State of: Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology

NM, State of, Environment Department
Oak Ridge, TN :

NM, State of, Environment Department
NM, State of; Environment Department

WA, State of: Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
WA, State of, Dept. of Ecology

NM, State of;, Environment Department

NM, State of, Environment Department
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Response Id
3559

3564
3566
3567
3571
3573
3574
3575
3576
3577
3578
3579
3582
3584
3585
3586
3587
3588

3590

3591
3592
3593

3594

Gedi
Fay
Neilly
Neilly
Neilly
Neilly
Neilly
Neilly
Neilly
Neilly
Neilly
Neilly
Neilly
Neilly
Neiily
Neilly
Neilly
Neilly

Neilly
Robert

Neilly
Neilly
Neilly

Neilly
Richard

Name
Cibas
McConnaughey
Buckalew |
Buckalew
Buckalew
Buckalew
Buckalew
Buckalew
Buckalew
Buckalew
Buckalew
Buckalew
Buckalew
Buckalew
Buckalew
Buckalew
Buckalew
Buckalew

Buckalew
Ferguson

Buckalew
Buckalew
Buckalew

Buckalew
Sanderson

Organization
NM, State of; Environment Department
WA, State of: Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network

Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL

Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network

Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities
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Response Id Name Organization

3595

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3596

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3597

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3598

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3599

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3601

Neilly Buckalew ~ Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3602

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3603

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3605

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3606

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3608

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3609

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3610

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3611

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3612

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3613

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3614

Neilly = Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3615 .

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3616 :

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3617

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3618

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3619

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3620

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3622

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
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Response Id
3623

3624
3625
3632
3633
3634
3635
3636
3637
3638
3639
3640
3641
3642
3644
3645
3646
3647
3648
3649

3650

3652

3654

Neilly
Neilly
Neilly
Neilly
Neilly
Neilly
Neilly
Neilly
Neilly
Neilly
Neilly
Neilly
Neilly
Neilly
Neilly
Neilly
Neilly
Neilly
Neilly
Neilly

Neilly
Mary

Neilly

Neilly

Buckalew

Buckalew

Buckalew

Buckalew

Buckalew

Buckalew

Buckalew

Buckalew

Buckalew

Buckalew

Buckalew

Buckalew

Buckalew

Buckalew

Buckalew

Buckalew

Buckalew

Buckalew

Buckalew

Buckalew

Buckalew
Riveland

Buckalew

Buckalew

Organization
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NAi'IVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network

Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology

Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network

Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
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Response Id Name Organization

3655

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3656

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3657

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network '
3658

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3659 _

Neilly Buckalew - Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3661 . .

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3662 -

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3664

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3666

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3667 .

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network -
3668 _

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3669

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3670

Neilty Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3671

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3672 :

Neilly - Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3673 ,

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3674

Neilly . Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3675

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3676 .

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3677

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3678

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3680

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
3681

Jean Mannhaupt N/A
3682

Jean Mannhaupt N/A
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Response Id
3683

3685
3687
3688
3689

3690

3691
3692
3693
3694
3695
3696
3698
3699
3711
3715
3716
3717
3724
3727
3729
3736

3738

Jean
Jean
Jean
Jean
Neilly

Neilly
Robert

Neilly
Neilly
Joseph
Joseph
Joseph
Joseph
Joseph
Joseph
N/A
N/A
NIA
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A

Name
Mannhaupt
Mannhaupt
Mannhaupt
Mannhaupt
Buckalew

Buckalew
Ferguson

Buckalew

Buckalew

Egan

Egan

Egan

Egan

Egan

Egan

Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Anonymous

Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Anonymous

Argonne Hearing - 124
Anonymous
Anonymous

Anonymous

Organization
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network

Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL

Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Egan & Associates, P.C.

Egan & Associates, P.C.

Egan & Associates, P.C.

Egan & Associates, P.C.

Egan & Associates, P.C.

Egan & Associates, P.C.

Argonne, IL, 1/24/96

Heart of America Northwest

Argonne, IL, 1/24/96

Argonne, IL, 1/24/96

Heart of America Northwest |

Argonne, IL, 1/24/96

Heart of America Northwest

Heart of America Northwest

Heart of America Northwest
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Response Id

3740

3741

3742

3743

3745

3746

3750

3752

3754

3755

3757

3758

3759

3761

3763

3766

3767

3770

3771

313

3774

3775

o

N/A
N/A

Joan
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
Diana
N/A

N/A

N/A
Jaromir

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
NIA— |
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A

Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24

Anderson
Argonne Hearing - 1/24

Anonymous
Anonymous

Anonymous
Salisbury

Anonymous
Argonne Hearing - 1/24

Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Penicka

Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Anonymous

Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24

Argonne Hearing - 1/24

Organization

Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96

N/A
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96

Heart of America Northwest

"~ Heart of America Northwest

Heart of America Northwest

N/A

Heart of America Northwest

Argonne, IL, 1/24/86

Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
N/A

Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96

Argonne, IL, 1/24/96

Heart of America Northwest

Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/36

Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
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Response id
3776

3779

3780

3781
3782
3783
3784
3785
3786
3787
3789
3792
3794
3795
3796
3797
3799
3800
3801
3802
3804

3805

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Shirdey
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A |
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A

Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24

Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Brookhaven

Irwin

Puckett

Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing -1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24

Argonne Hearing - 1/24

Argonne Hearing - 1/24

Organization

Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Brookhaven, NY
N/A

NA

Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96

Argonne, IL, 1/24/96

Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
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Response Id
3807

3808
3822
3850
3851
3854
3856
3857
3859

3861

3862
3872
3875
3876
3880
3881
3884
3886
3888
3897
3900
3901

3902

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
Les

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A

Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Héaring -1724
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24

Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Bradshaw

Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24

Argonne Hearing - 1/24

Argonne Hearing - 1/24

Argonne Hearing - 1/24

‘Argonne Hearing - 1/24

Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1724
Argonne Hearing - 1/24

Argonne Hearing - 1/24

Organization

Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argor{ne. IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96

Argonne, IL, 1/24/96

Nye Cnty., NV, Nuclear Waste Repository Proj. Off.

Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, iL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96

Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
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Response id
3905

3906
3908
3909
3910
3912
3913
3914
3915
3917
3919
3921
3922
3923

3925

3929
3930

3931

3934
3936
3937

3940

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

‘N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Pat
Neilly

Pat

Pat

Pat
Robert
Diana
Virginia
Andrew
Diana
Diana

Diana

Diana

Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1724
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1724
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1724
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 124
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Argonne Hearing - 1/24

Broudy
Buckalew

Broudy
Broudy
Broudy
Ferguson
Salisbury
Sanchez
Thuriow
Salisbury
Salisbury
Salisbury

Salisbury

" Organization

Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, L, 1/24/96

Argonne, IL, 1/24/96

Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 .

Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96

Argonne, IL, 1/24/96

National Assn. of Atomic Veterans
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network

National Assn. of Atomic Veterans

National Assn. of Atomic Veterans

National Assn.-of Atomic Veterans
iD, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL

N/A

Citizen Alert Native American Program

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Page 99 of 110




Response Id

3941
3942
3944
3945
3946
3947
3948
3949
3950
3952
3954
3955
3956
3958
3960
3961
3962
3963
3964
3965
3968
3969
3970

3972

Diana
Diana
Diana
Diana
Diana
Diana
Diana
Diana
Diana
Diana
Diana
Diana
Diana
Gedi
Diana
Diana
Diana
Diana
Pamela
Diana
Diana
Pamela
Diana

Diana

Name
Salisbury
Salisbury
Salisbury
Salisbury
Salisbury
Salisbury
Salisbury
Salisbury
Salisbury
Salisbury
Salisbury
Salisbury
Salisbury
Cibas
Salisbury
Salisbury
Salisbury
Salisbury
Dunn
Salisbury
Salisbury

‘Dunn
Salisbury

Salisbury

Organization
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A

NA

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
NM, State of, Environment Department
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
N/A
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Response id
3976

3977
3978
3981
3982
3984
3988
3986
3987
3988
3989

3990

3991
3992
3993
3994

3999

Pamela

Diana

Pamela

Diana

- Diana

Diana
Diana
Diana
Diana
Diana
Diana
Pat
Neilly
Diana
Virginia
Diana
Diana
Diana
Diana

Neilty
Diana

Diana
Diana
Diana
Diana

Diana

Name
Dunn
Salisbury
Dunn
Salisbury
Salisbury
Salisbury

Salisbury

Salisbury

Salisbury
Salisbury
Salisbury
Broudy
Buckalew
Salisbury
Sanchez
Salisbury
Salisbury
Salisbury
Salisbury

Buckalew
Salisbury

Salisbury
Salisbury
Salisbury
Salisbury

Salisbury

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Organization

National Assn. of Atomic Veterans
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network

N/A

Citizen Alert Native American Program

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
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Response Id

4005

4006

4007

4008

4009

4010

4014

4015

4017

4018

4019

4020

4021

4025

4027

4028

4030

4032

Diana
Diana
N/A
N/A
N/A
Diana
JOANN

JOANN

JoANnnN
Mary

JoAnn
Norman
Norman
Pat
Neilly
Diana
Virginia

Felix
Norman

Virginia
llyse

Norman
Virginia
Virginia
Jacqueline
Jacqueline
Pat

Neilly
Virginia

Salisbury

Salisbury

Argonne Hearing - 1/24
Paducah/Portsmouth
Richiand

Salisbury

Chase

Chase

Chase
Riveland

Chase
Nose}uchuck
Nosenchuck
Broudy
Buckalew
Salisbury

Sanchez

Grucci
Nosenchuck

Sanchez

Simon

‘Nosenchuck

Sanchez
Sanchez
Cabasso
Cabasso

Broudy
Buckalew
Sanchez

Organization
N/A
N/A
Argonne, IL, 1/24/96
Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH
Pendieton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
N/A : ,
League of Women Voters of Washington
Nationa! Congress of American Indians -

National Congress of American Indians

National Congress of American Indians
WA, State of, Dept. of Ecology

National Congress of American indians
NY, State of;, Dept. of Env. Consv.
NY, State of, Dept. of Env. Consv.

National Assn. of Atomic Veterans
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
N/A

Citizen Alert Native American Program

Brookhaven, NY, Town of, Off. of the Super.
NY, State of; Dept. of Env. Consv.

Citizen Alert Native American Program
N/A

NY, State of; Dept. of Env. Consv.

Citizen Alert Native Ameriéan Program

Citizen Alert Native American Program

Westemn States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs
Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs

National Assn. of Atomic Veterans
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Citizen Alert Native American Program
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Response id

4033

4034

4035

4036

4037

4038

4039

4051

4052

4083

4054

4058

Jacqueline

Neilly
Jacqueline

Jacqueline
Jacqueline
Jacqueline
Jacqueline
Jacqueline

Jacqueline
Margaret

Jacqueline
N/A
Jacqueline

Jacqueline
N/A

Jacqueline
Jacqueline
Jacqueline
Jaoquelin;

N/A
Jacqueline

N/A
Jacqueline
Robert
Jan
Jacqueline

Jacqueline

Jacqueline

Cabasso

Buckalew
Cabasso

Cabasso
Cabasso
Cabasso
Cabasso
Cabasso

Cabasso
inderbitzer

Cabasso
Richiand
Cabasso

Cabasso
Tracy

Cabasso
Cabasso
Cabasso
Cabasso

Albuquerque
Cabasso

Albuquerque
Cabasso
Ferguson
Radimsky
Cabasso

Cabasso

Cabasso

Organization
Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs

Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network '
Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs

Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs
Westemn States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs
Western Staltes Legal .Foundatioan ri-VaiIey CP;REs
Westemn States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs
Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs

Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs
N/A

Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs
Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattie, WA
Hanford Watch

Westem States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CARES

Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs
Tracy, CA

Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs
Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs
Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs
Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs

Santa Fe, NM .
Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs

Santa Fe, NM

Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs
ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL

CA, State of: EPA, Dept. of Toxic Substances Cntrl.
Westem States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs
Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs

Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs
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Response ld Name Organization

4067

Bonnie Bonneau Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST)
4068

Bonnie Bonneau Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST)
4069

Bonnie Bonneau Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST)
4070

Bonnie Bonneau Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST)
4071 .

Bonnie Bonneau Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST)
4133

Loretta Ahouse N/A

Sally Boyce N/A

Rachel Brown N/A

Tiffany DeVoy N/A

Greg Hostetler N/A

Carlel lilegible N/A

Tim Kearney N/A

Erin Keplinger N/A

James Lee N/A

Patrick Menendez N/A

Jennifer Moore N/A

Paul Neison N/A

Beatrice Schott N/A

Emest Schott N/A

llyse Simon N/A

Alan Smith N/A

Claire Smith N/A

Tim Takaro ’ N/A

Zimya Toms-Trend N/A

Ruth Uemura N/A
4140

Loretta =  Ahouse N/A
4148

Loretta ‘Ahouse N/A

Sally ~ Boyce N/A

Rachel Brown N/A

Tiffany DeVoy N/A

Greg Hostetler N/A

Carlel lllegible N/A

Tim Kearney N/A

Erin Keplinger N/A

James Lee N/A

Patrick Menendez N/A

Jennifer Moore N/A

Beatrice Schott N/A

Ernest Schott N/A

liyse Simon N/A

Alan Smith N/A

Claire Smith N/A
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Response Id
4148

. 4238

4236

4277

4324
4335
4339
4354

4375

4394

Zimya
Ruth
Sally
Rachel
Tiffany
Carlel
Beatrice
llyse
Zimya
Sally
Rachel
Tiffany
Carlel
Beatrice

Zimya
Ruth

llyse
Beatrice
Zimya
Mary
Mary
Erin
Tiftany
N/A
Jeft
Neilly
Neilly
Neilly
Neilly
Neilly

Neilly

Toms-Trend
Uemura

Boyce

Brown
DeVoy
lilegible
Schott
Simon
Toms-Trend
Boyce
Brown
DeVoy
lllegible
Schott
Toms-Trend
Uemura
Simon
Schott
Toms-Trend
Riveland
Riveland
Keplinger
DeVoy
Richland
Eastman
Buckalew
Buckalew
Buckalew
Buckalew
Buckalew

Buckalew

Organization

N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology

WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology

N/A

N/A

Pendieton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattie, WA
Heart of America Northwest, Hearing
Argonne National Laboratory
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network

Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
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Response id Name Organization

4410
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy
4412
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network
4413
C. Lawrence Cornett
4414
' C. Lawrence Comett
4415
: C. Lawrence Cornett
4417
C. Lawrence Cornett
4419
C. Lawrence Comett
4421
C. Lawrence Comett
Maureen Eldredge Military Production Network
George Freund N/A
Don Hancock Southwest Research and information Center
4422 :
C. Lawrence Cornett
4423
C. Lawrence Cornett
4425
C. Lawrence Comett
4426
C. Lawrence Cornett
4427
C. Lawrence Cornett
4431
C. Lawrence Cornett
4432 -
C. Lawrence Cornett
4433 -
C. Lawrence Comett
4435 '
C. Lawrence Comett
4436
C. Lawrence Cornett
4437
C. Lawrence Cornett
4439
C. Lawrence Comett
4440
C. Lawrence Comett
4442

C. Lawrence Comett
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Response Id

c

Name Organization

. Lawrence

N/A

c

C.

C.

. Lawrence
. Lawrence
. Lawrence
. Lawrence
. Lawrence
. Lawrence
. Lawrence
. Lawrence
. Lawrence
. Lawrence
. Lawrence
. Lawrence
. Lawrence
. Lawrence
. Lawrence
. Lawrence
. Lawrence
. Lawrence
Lawrence

Lawrence

Diana

c.

Lawrence

Cornett
Brookhaven Brookhaven, NY
Comett
Comnett
Comett
Comett
Cornett
Cornett
Cornett
Cormett
Comett
Comett
Cornett
Comett
Comett
Comett
Comett
Comnett
Comett
Comett
Comett

Comett
Salisbury N/A

Comett
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Response Id Name Organization

4471

C. Lawrence Comett
4473

C. Lawrence Comett
4474

C. Lawrence Comett
4475 ‘

C. Lawrence Comett
4476

C. Lawrence Comnett
4481

C. Lawrence Comnett
4483

C. Lawrence  Comett
4486

C. Lawrence Comett
4488

C. Lawrence Comnett
4480

C. Lawrence Comett
4491

C. Lawrence Comett
4492

C. Lawrence Cornett
4493

C. Lawrence Comett
4494

C. Lawrence Comett
44985

C. Lawrence Cornett
4506

C. Lawrence Comett
4512

C. Lawrence Comett
4513 _

C. Lawrence Comett
4514

C. Lawrence Comett
4518

C. Lawrence Comett
4516

C. Lawrence Comett
4519

C. Lawrence . Comnett
4520

C. Lawrence Comett
4521

C. Lawrence Comett
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Response Id Name Organization
4524
C. Lawrence Comett
4525
C. Lawrence Comett
4526
C. Lawrence Comett
4527
C. Lawrence Comett
4528
C. Lawrence Cornett
4529
C. Lawrence Comett
4530
C. Lawrence Comett
4531
C. Lawrence Comett
4532
C. Lawrence Comett
4533 -
C. Lawrence Comett
4534
C. Lawrence Cormnett
4538
C. Lawrence Comett
45836
C. Lawrence Comett
4537
C. Lawrence Comett
4538
C. Lawrence Comett
4539
C. Lawrence Comett
4540
C. Lawrence Comett
4542 .
C. Lawrence Comett
4543
C. Lawrence Comett
4544 :
C. Lawrence Comett |
4545 |
C. Lawrence Comett i
C. Lawrence Comett |
4547 ‘
C. Lawrence Comett _ ‘
4549 ‘

(2]

. Lawrence Comett
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Response Id Name Organization
4550
C. Lawrence Comett

4551
C. Lawrence Comett
4553
C. Lawrence Comett
4554
C. Lawrence Cornett
4556
C. Lawrence Cornett
4557 :
C. Lawrence Cornett
4558 .
C. Lawrence Cornett
4560
C. Lawrence Cornett
4561
C. Lawrence Comett
4562
C. Lawrence Cornett
4563
C. Lawrence Comett
4568
N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV
4569
N. Derkach U.S. Arms Control & Disarmament Agency
4570
Germry Jones ' N/A
4571 :
N/A Richiand Pendleton/Portiand, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA
Heart of America Northwest, Hearing
4572
Joan King N/A
4574 ' ’
John ~ Sitasz N/A
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Cover Sheet

Abstract:

The Final Waste Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (WM PEIS) examines the
potential environmental and cost impacts of strategic management alternatives for managing five types of
radioactive and hazardous wastes that have resulted and will continue to result from nuclear defense and
research activities at a variety of sites around the United States. The five waste types are low-level mixed
waste, low-level waste, transuranic waste, high-level waste, and hazardous waste. The WM PEIS provides
information on the impacts of various siting alternatives which the Department of Energy (DOE) will use
to decide at which sites to locate additional treatment, storage, and disposal capacity for each waste type.
This information includes the cumulative impacts of combining future siting configurations for the five

waste types and the collective impacts of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future activities.

The selected waste management facilities being considered for these different waste types are treatment and
disposal facilities for low-level mixed waste; treatment and disposal facilities for low-level waste; treatment
and storage facilities for transuranic waste in the event that treatment is required before disposal; storage
facilities for treated (vitrified) high-level waste canisters; and treatment of nonwastewater hazardous waste
by DOE and commercial vendors. In addition to the no action alternative, which includes only existing or
approved waste management facilities, the alternatives for each of the waste type configurations include
decentralized, regionalized, and centralized alternatives for using existing and operating new waste
management facilities. However, the siting, construction and operations of any new facility at a selected

site will not be decided until completion of a sitewide or project-specific environmental impact review.
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What is the purpose of this environmental
impact statement?

The purpose of all environmental impact statements is
to inform the public and decision makers of the
potential impacts of proposed Federal actions and to
identify which of these impacts might be significant to
human health or the environment. In brief, the Waste
Management Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (WM PEIS) evaluates the possible impacts
of several strategic waste management alternatives
being considered by the U.S. Department of Energy
(DOE).

How is it organized?

Chapter 1 of Volume I describes how the WM PEIS
is organized. Recognizing that the public has varying
levels of interest, the WM PEIS is separated into
distinct levels that increase in complexity from the
Summary to the technical reports. These levels are
shown in the box at right.

VOLUME V contains an indexed compilation of the
public’s comments on the draft WM PEIS and DOE’s
responses to them. All comments received during the
public comment period were carefully considered. -

How can I tell where the final document has
been changed?

All text changes that have occurred since publication
of the Draft WM PEIS are indicated with shading for
tables and marginal rules for text. One exception is
Appendix I, which is completely new.

What if I don’t understand a term or an
abbreviation?

The glossary in Chapter 14 of Volume I contains
definitions of technical and less commonly used
words. Some definitions can also be found in the
main text of the document. Acronym lists spelling out
the abbreviations used in the WM PEIS and its

The SUMMARY contains an
overview of all of the material
presented in the WM PEIS.
(9 sections)

VOLUME 1 contains the
main text of the document.
(15 chapters)

VOLUME 11 presents the
results of the analytical
studies, by site, that constitute
the basis of the environmental
impact discussions provided in

Chapters 6-10 of Volume I.
(18 chapters)

VOLUMES III AND IV are
appendices that provide more
detail concerning the analyses
and results. (9 appendices)

A series of TECHNICAL
REPORTS (available in the
DOE reading rooms listed
in Chapter.1 of Volume I)
contains detailed inform-
ation of interest to technical
experts. (32 reports)

appendices are provided in the front of the document
(the Summary and Volume I) and before each appen-
dix.

Where can I find out what proposed Federal
actions are evaluated in the WM PEIS?

DOE evaluates several possible alternatives for
treatment, storage, or disposal of five types of waste
generated from nuclear weapons production and
related activities. The alternatives considered for each
waste type are introduced in Chapter 1 of Volume I,
and summarized in Section 1 of the Summary.
Chapter 2 of Volume I discusses why DOE needs to
make waste management decisions.
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Where does DOE define the five
waste types?

Definitions for the waste types are found in Section
1.5 of Volume I and Section 1.3 of the Summary.

Where are the waste management alterna-
tives described?

Chapter 3 of Volume I and Section 2 of the Summary
describe the alternatives for each type of waste and
the methods used to develop the alternatives.

How did DOEA decide which of its sites to
include in the various alternatives?

Chapter 1 of Volume I introduces the basic rationale
for identifying 17 DOE sites as the “major” sites in
the waste management complex. Chapters 6-10 of
Volume I present the rationale for determining which
of these sites are included in each alternative for each
waste type. Sections 2 and 4-8 of the Summary also
contain this information.

Does DOE have preferred alternatives?
Where can I find them discussed?

Yes, DOE has preferred alternatives for each of the
five waste types. These alternatives are described in
Chapter 3 of Volume I and in Section 2 of the Sum-
mary. The criteria used to select the preferred alterna-
tives are presented in Chapter 1 of Volume I and
Section 2 of the Summary.

How can I find out quickly and easily which
alternatives were considered for each waste

type?

An “At a Glance” page for each waste type
summarizes the waste management alternatives
(including DOE’s preferred alternative) considered
for that waste type. The data and assumptions used to.
compare the alternatives and the highlights of what
was learned are also provided. The “At a Glance”
pages can be found at the beginning of each waste
type section in the Summary (Sections 4-8).

Where can 1 find more details about the
possible impacts at a site?

More detailed information about possible impacts is

provided in Volume II, where site-specific modeling
results for health risks, air quality, water resources,
socioeconomic impacts, and costs are presented. Also
note that the maps in Appendix C (Volume III) depict
minority and low-income population distributions for
the major waste management sites. The table at the
end of this guide shows where to find all of this
information for each of the major sites.

What can DOE do about the possible
impacts at a site? :

Chapter 12 of Volume I describes the “mitigation
measures” that DOE can use to reduce or eliminate
potential impacts wherever appropriate. These mea-
sures are described on both a programmatic and a site
level.

Where can I find information about a site
near me?

The WM PEIS is a programmatic (i.e., Department-
wide) study to evaluate strategies for managing waste.
It is not a site-specific review. However, two chapters
of Volume I are organized by site: Chapter 4,
Affected Environment, and Chapter 11, Cumulative
Impacts. Refer to the table at the end of this guide to
find the sections of these chapters that discuss the site
you are interested in.

Chapters 6-10 provide information in tables orga-
nized by site. A foldout table is included at the end of
each of these chapters to use as a handy reference
while you are reading the chapter. The foldout tables
provide the waste management activities analyzed for
each site under each alternative.

At the end of the Summary, a profile of each “major”
site summarizes the amount of each type of waste at
the site and the waste management alternatives
considered for the site. The possible human health
and environmental impacts of the preferred alterna-
tives at the site are also briefly identified.
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Guide to Finding Site Information in the WM PEIS

Topic and WM PEIS Volume Number B
Distribution of Distribution of
Affected Cumulative Site Data Minority Populations Low-Income
Environment Impacts Tables (and Tribal Lands) Populations
DOE Site Volume I Volume I Volume 11 Volume I Volume III
ANL-E Section 4.4.1 Section 11.3 | Chapter I1.2 Figure C.4-7 Figure C.4-24
BNL Section 4.4.2 | Section 11.4 | Chapter I1.3 Figure C.4-8 Figure C.4-25
FEMP Section 4.4.3 | Section 11.5 | Chapter I1.4 Figure C.4-9 Figure C.4-26
Hanford Section 4.4.4 | Section 11.6 | Chapter I1.5 Figure C.4-10a,b Figure C.4-27
INEL Section 4.4.5 | Section 11.7 | Chapter I1.6 Figure C.4-11a,b Figure C.4-28
LANL Section 4.4.7 | Section 11.9 | Chapter I1.7 Figure C.4-13a,b Figure C.4-30
LLNL Section 4.4.6 | Section 11.8 | Chapter II.8 Figure C.4-12 ‘Figt_u'e C.4-29
NTS Section 4.4.8 | Section 11.10 | Chapter I1.9 Figure C.4-14 Figure C.4-31
ORR Section 4.4.9 | Section 11.11 | Chapter II.10 Figure C.4-15 Figure C.4-32
Pantex Section 4.4.11 | Section 11.13 | Chapter II.12 Figure C.4-17 Figure C.4-34
PGDP Section 4.4.10 | Section 11.12 | Chapter II.11 Figure C.4-16 Figure C.4-33
PORTS Section 4.4.12 | Section 11.14 | Chapter II.13 Figure C.4-18 Figure C.4-35
RFETS Section 4.4.13 | Section 11.15 | Chapter I1.14 Figure C.4-19 Figure C.4-36
SNL-NM Section 4.4.14 | Section 11.16 | Chapter II.15 Figure C.4-20a,b Figure C.4-37
SRS Section 4.4.15 | Section 11.17 | Chapter I1.16 Figure C.4-21 Figure C.4-38
WIPP Section 4.4.16 | Section 11.18 | Chapter I1.17 Figure C.4-22 Figure C.4-39
WVDP Section 4.4.17 | Section 11.19 | Chapter 11.18 Figure C.4-23a,b Figure C.4-40
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CHAPTER 1
Introduction and Background

This chapter describes the U.S. Department of Energy's (DOE’s) past and ongoing activities that
generate and have resulted in the accumulation of wastes, and provides information about the
statutory and regulatory framework under which DOE must operate to manage five types of waste.
These waste types are defined, the involved DOE sites are identified, and the decisions that DOE must
make with respect to managing those wastes are described. This chapter also includes a discussion
of the relationship of this decision-making process to other DOE National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) documents and programs. .

1.1 Purpose of the Waste Management Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement

This Waste Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (WM PEIS) is a nationwide study
examining the environmental impacts of managing more than 2 million cubic meters of radioactive and
hazardous wastes from past and future DOE activities. The WM PEIS will assist the U.S. Department of
Energy (DOE) in improving the efficiency and reliability of managing its current and anticipated volumes
of radioactive and hazardous wastes, will help DOE continue to comply with applicable laws and
regulations, and will promote the protection of workers, public health and safety, and the environment
(DOE, 1994b). The WM PEIS allows the public and DOE decision makers to make comparisons of the
impacts from various potential configurations for the management of DOE wastes. The goal is a nationwide
strategy to treat wastes in a safe, responsible, and efficient manner that minimizes impacts. Nevertheless,
there will always be legitimate questions regarding waste management activities at certain sites. DOE
understands and appreciates these concerns and will carefully consider them in making these strategic
decisions.

Wastes analyzed in the WM PEIS result primarily from nuclear weapons production and related activities. !
Wastes produced from nuclear weapons production and related activities are categorized into five waste
types. These are: low-level mixed waste (LLMW), low-level waste (LLW), transuranic waste (TRUW),
high-level waste (HLW), and hazardous waste (HW). More information on the Scope of this document and

its relationship to other actions and programs can be found in Sections 1.7 and 1.8.

1 Environmental restoration (ER), another activity resulting in waste generation, is reviewed but not analyzed
in the WM PEIS. :
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Definitions of Wastes Analyzed in the

WM PEIS:

o Low-level mixed waste. Waste that contains
both hazardous waste under the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and
source, special nuclear, or by-product
material subject to the Atomic Energy Act
(AEA) of 1954 (42 USC 2011, et seq.).

o Low-level waste. Waste that contains
radioactivity and is not classified as HLW,
TRUW, or spent nuclear fuel, or byproduct
tailings containing uranium or thorium from
processed ore (as defined in Section 11(e)(2)
of the Atomic Energy Act). Test specimens

Terms of Radioactivity

The spontaneous decay of unstable nuclei in the
atom causes the release of particles or
electromagnetic waves. These releases are
measured in terms of the number of nuclear
disintegrations per unit of time. The common unit
for this is the “curie,” which is 37 billion
disintegrations per second. A nanocurie, or one-
billionth of a curie, designated as “nCi,” is 37
disintegrations per second. The activity level of |
radiation, measured in curies, declines over time.
The time it takes for the activity to drop to one-half

of its starting value is known as the half-life of the
material. DOE waste has half-lives as short as
minutes in the case of some fission products
(smaller atoms left over by the splitting of uranium
and plutonium) to billions of years in the case of
uranium-238 (one of two main isotopes of
uranium).

of fissionable material irradiated for research o L
The dosage of radiation a person receives Is

and development only, and not for the R ,ueasured in REMs (roentgen equivalent man) and l

_production of power or plutonium, may be || i typically stated in terms of thousandths of REMs |
) . (1/1,000 REM or millirem [mrem]).
classified as LLW, provided that the

concentration of transuranic is less than ]
100 nCi/g. |

 Transuranic wastes. Waste containing more than 100 nanocuries of alpha-emitting transuranic isotopes, |

with half-lives greater than 20 years, per gram of waste, and an atomic number greater than 92 except |
for (a) HLW, (b) waste that DOE has determined, with the concurrence of the Administrator of the U.S. |
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), does not need the degree of isolation required by 40 CFR 191, |
or (c) waste that the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) has approved for disposal on a case- N
by-case basis in accordance with 10 CFR 61. |

* High-level waste. The highly radioactive waste material that results from the reprocessing of spent
nuclear fuel, including liquid waste produced directly from reprocessing and any solid waste derived
from the liquid that contains a combination of transuranic and fission product nuclides in quantities that
require permanent isolation. High-level waste may include other highly radioactive material that the
NRC, consistent with existing law, determines by rule requires permanent isolation.

o Hazardous waste. Under RCRA, a solid waste, or combination of solid wastes, which because of its

quantity, concentration, or physical, chemical, or infectious characteristics may (a) cause or significantly
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contribute to an increase in mortality or an increase in serious irreversible, or incapacitating reversible,
illness or (b) pose a substantial present or potential hazard to human health or the environment when
improperly treated, stored, transported, disposed of, or otherwise managed. Source, special nuclear
material, and by-product material, as deﬁned by the AEA, are specifically excluded from the definition

of solid waste.

Waste management is broadly defined as the treatment, storage, or disposal of waste. The activities
associated with the management of the waste include:

« Pollution prevention

o Identifying and contracting with private vendors to manage waste

« Modifying existing waste management facilities or constructing new facilities at particular sites

« Operating modified or new waste management facilities at those sites

 Transporting wastes among sites as necessary

» Handling, surveillance, and maintenance

The WM PEIS will help DOE select a configuration for the following activities:
 Treatment and disposal of LLMW

o Treatment and disposal of LLW

» Treatment and storage of TRUW

« Storage of treated (vitrified) HLW in canisters

» Treatment of nonwastewater HW

The decision-making process will follow a “tiered” approach. First, DOE will make broad Departmentwide
decisions, supported by this programmatic NEPA review, about which sites will manage which wastes.
DOE will follow these broad decisions with an analysis of narrower proposals for the implementation of
programmatic decisions in related NEPA reviews. Although DOE intends to identify a configuration
(i.e., select sites for waste management activities as a result of this programmatic EIS), DOE will take a
closer look (including site-specific design, location on the site, operating parameters for new facilities, and

site-specific impacts) in sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews.

To assist DOE in making decisions regarding the sites at which it should locate waste management facilities,
this PEIS considers four broad categories of alternatives for each waste type: the No Action Alternative,
Decentralized Alternatives that would minimize the transportation of waste between sites, Regionalized

Alternatives that would locate waste management facilities at several sites throughout the nation, and
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Centralized Alternatives that would locate large waste management facilities at only one or two sites. For |
certain waste types, DOE considers more than one Regionalized or Centralized alternative in order to vary |
the number of sites analyzed for waste management facilities and the sites at which the facilities could be |
located. This variation among alternatives bounds potential impacts and allows the decision maker maximum |

flexibility to compare impacts of potential waste management configurations when considering alternatives. |

1.2 The Legacy of Nuclear Weapons Production

Over the past 50 years, DOE and its predecessor agencies have been responsible for atomic energy and
nuclear weapons research and production in the United States. In 1946, the AEA established the Atomic
Energy Commission to administer and regulate the production and uses of atomic power. Soon after its
inception, the Commission expanded its work from building a stockpile of nuclear weapons to peaceful uses
of atomic energy and studies of the health and safety hazards of radioactive materials. In 1974, the Atomic
Energy Commission was replaced by two new agencies: the NRC, which was charged with regulating the
civilian uses of nuclear power, and the Energy Research and Development Administration, whose duties
included the production of the nation’s nuclear weapons and control of the nuclear weapons complex—a
vast network of research, development, and manufacturing facilities, as well as testing sites. In 1977, the

duties of the Energy Research and Development Administration were transferred to the newly created DOE.

At its peak, the nuclear weapons complex consisted of 16 major facilities, including large sites in Nevada, |
Idaho, Washington, and South Carolina. National laboratories in New Mexico and California designed |
weapons that were produced from components fabricated in plants located in Colorado, Florida, Missouri,
Ohio, Tennessee, and Washington. Like most industrial and manufacturing operations, the production of
nuclear weapons generated waste, pollution, and contamination. However, many of the problems posed by
DOE’s nuclear operations are unlike those associated with any other industry. Among these problems are
unique radiétion hazards; contaminated structures, such as nuclear reactors; and chemical plants that
processed nuclear materials. By far, the largest contributor to the contamination problem which exists at
these facilities resulted from producing the nuclear materials required for the weapons. This activity

generated large quantities of wastes in plants designed and constructed in the 1940s and 1950s.

Nuclear weapons have played an important role in national security, and the nation continues to maintain |

an arsenal of nuclear weapons and some production capability. With the end of the Cold War and the |
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nuclear arms race, national priorities have shifted, and waste management and environmental restoration

have become central to DOE’s mission.

Thus, DOE is faced with an environmental legacy of the Cold War and must provide for the proper
management of its wastes and for the environmental restoration of contaminated facilities and sites.2 DOE
faces the challenge of treating, storing, and disposing of its waste inventories, both hazardous (treatment
only) and radioactive, that have. resulted from its past nuclear energy and weapons research and production,

as well as waste that may be generated in the future.

The DOE Office of the Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management was established in 1989, with

responsibilities for a variety of waste management and environmental. restoration activities. These activities

include: ‘

« Stabilizing and maintaining a large number of nuclear materials and facilities

» Managing a large amount and variety of wastes

« Providing safe storage for wastes while building and operating a variety of treatment facilities to prepare
wastes for disposal

o Cleaning up areas of existing contamination and pollution—the environmental restoration portion of the
environmental management program

 Managing a national program of technology development for environmental cleanup, waste management,
and related activities

« Reducing waste through waste minimization and pollution prevention practices at each site

« Providing support for international nonproliferation policies

The DOE Environmental Management Program is continually working to accelerate cleanup schedules,
increase efficiency, and foster cooperative relationships with its regulators and stakeholders. However, there
is concern whether support can be sustained for a program that may last more than 70 years and cost more
than $200 billion (DOE, 19961). DOE has been challenged to accelerate reduction of this “cleanup
mortgage” from the Cold War to reduce long-term economic and environmental liabilities. DOE is working

on a 2006 Plan (previously the Ten Year Plan) to meet this challenge (see Section 1.8.2). The goal of this

2 For an overview of DOE’s approach to existing environmental, safety, and health issues throughout the
nuclear weapons complex, see Closing the Circle on the Splitting of the Atom—The Environmental Legacy of Nuclear
Weapons Production in the United States and What the Department of Energy is Doing. About It (DOE, 1995a). In
addition, DOE’s Baseline Environmental Management Report, issued in June 1996, examines the costs associated
with waste management and environmental restoration activities (DOE, 19961). o
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plan is that, within the next decade, most DOE facilities will be able to treat and dispose of the backlog of
wastes safely and to clean up their land and buildings. These steps would dramatically reduce long-term

costs and open a large portion of the land and other resources controlled by DOE for other purposes.

1.3 How the WM PEIS Is Organized

Volume I of the WM PEIS contains the main text of the document. The remainder of this chapter describes
the statutory and regulatory constraints under which DOE must operate in managing its waste, defines the
five waste types that are analyzed in the WM PEIS, and discusses the waste management sites that are the
focus of the document. The chapter also outlines the decisions that DOE expects to make on the basis of
the WM PEIS and the relationship of the WM PEIS to other ongoing and planned DOE actions and

programs.

Following this introductory chapter, the purpose and need for DOE action (Chapter 2), the alternatives
(Chapter 3), the affected environment (Chapter 4), and the impact analysis methodologies (Chapter 5) are
described and discussed. Chapters 6 through 10 analyze the health risk, environmental and socioeconomic
impacts, and costs associated with each of the alternatives for each waste type. Chapter 11 examines the
cumulative effects of the alternatives and other ongoing and proposed DOE activities. Chapter 12 discusses
mitigation as well as unavoidable and irreversible impacts of the alternatives. A glossary is also provided
in Volume I, Chapter 14.

Volume 11 consists of tables, organized by major site, that contain information regarding the potential

impacts associated with all of the alternatives for the five waste types at those sites.

DOE has also prepared extensive appendices (Volumes III and IV) and technical reports that provide |
supporting data as well as in-depth descriptions and explanations of a variety of issues. A list of these
background documents is provided in Chapter 15 at the end of this volume. Responses to public comments
on the Draft WM PEIS are in Volume V.
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1.4 Consultations, Laws, and Requirements

This section identifies and summarizes the major laws, regulations, executive orders, and DOE orders that

may apply to the programmatic alternatives for WM.

Section 1.4.1 discusses the major Federal statutes that impose envxronmental requirements upon DOE. In
addition, there may be other Federal, State, and local measures applicable to the Waste Management
Program because Federal law delegates enforcement authority to State or local agencies. Section 1.4.2
addresses environmentally related presidential executive orders that clarify issues of national policy and set
guidelines under which Federal agencies, including DOE, must act. DOE implements its responsibilities
for protection of public health, safety, and the environment through a series of departmental orders that
impose requirements on the operating contractors of DOE facilities. Section 1.4.3 discusses those DOE
orders. rélated to the environment, health, and safety. Hazardous and radioactive materials transportation
regulations are summarized in Section 1.4.4. Section 1.4.5 describes DOE’s relationship to agencies and

organizations, including American Indian Tribes.

1.4.1 FEDERAL ENVIRONMENTAL STATUTES AND REGULATIONS

Some laws require DOE to obtain permits from the EPA or States before constructing and operating waste
management facilities that discharge effluent, emit air pollutants, or treat or dispose of toxic substances.
Wherever new facilities are located as a result of the decisions made on the basis of the WM PEIS, existing

permits will need to be amended or new permits obtained.

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as Amended (42 USC §§4321 ef seq.). NEPA establishes
a national policy that promotes awareness of the environmental consequences of the activity of humans on
the environment and consideration of the environmental impacts during the planning and decision-making
stages of a project. NEPA requires all agencies of the Federal government to prepare a detailed statement
on the environmental effects of proposed major Federal actions that may significantly affect the quality of

the human environment.
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Key Statutes

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). In addition to establishing a broad national policy on the
environment, NEPA requires DOE and all other Federal agencies to consider the potential
environmental consequences related to proposed actions and requires them to prepare detailed
statements on the environmental effects of major actions, alternatives to the action, and measures 10

avoid or minimize adverse effects.

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). The statute outlines the framework for national
programs to achieve environmentally sound management of HW from “cradle to grave” and requires
agencies, including DOE, to follow specific regulations, procedures, and standards for managing HW,
including the hazardous components of radioactive waste (mixed waste).

Federal Facility Compliance Act (FFCAct). An amendment to RCRA, the FFCAct waives immunity
for DOE and other Federal agencies, allowing States and the EPA to impose fines and penalties for
RCRA violations. DOE may avoid these penalties and fines if they are otherwise in compliance with
.approved site treatment plans.

Atomic Energy Act (AEA). The AEA provides the authority for DOE to develop procedures and
standards to ensure proper and safe management of radioactive materials.

Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA). This Act authorizes Federal agencies to develop a geologic
repository for the permanent disposal of spent nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive waste. The Act
specifies the process for selecting a repository site and constructing, operating, closing, and
decommissioning the repository. The Act also establishes programmatic guidance for these activities.

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA). Also known
as “Superfund,” CERCLA outlines the framework for liability, compensation, remediation, and
emergency response for hazardous substances released into the environment and for the remediation
of inactive hazardous waste disposal sites. CERCLA also provides the basis for requirements affecting
DOE'’s environmental restoration activities.

This PEIS has been prepared in accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ’s) NEPA |
Implementing Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508) and DOE’s Implementing Procedures (10 CFR |
Part 1021). |

Both the CEQ and DOE regulations encourage the preparation of a programmatic EIS for broad Federal |
actions (40 CFR 1502.4 and 10 CFR 1021.330). An agency preparing an EIS may then “tier” from the |
broad, programmatic EIS to one of narrower scope in order to eliminate repetitive discussions and to focus

on the issues ready for decision (40 CFR 1502.20; 10 CFR 1021.210). “Tiering” means that when a PEIS |
has been prepared, a subsequent NEPA document need only summarize or incorporate by reference the |

issues discussed in the broader statement. \
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This PEIS has been prepared to assist DOE in determining the sites at which it should either continue to
operate certain waste management facilities or locate new facilities. Project-level environmental impact
statements (EISs) or environmental assessments (EAs) will assess the environmental impacts of applying
alternative treatment, storage, and disposal technologies, and the impacts of constructing and operating these

facilities at specific locations on the selected sites.

The CEQ and DOE regulations require the preparation of EISs in two stages, draft and final (40 CFR
1502.9; 10 CFR 1021.313). The draft and final EISs must contain discussions of the purpose and need for
the proposed action; reasonable alternatives to the proposed action, including the “No Action” Alternative;
the environment potentially affected by the proposed action and the alternatives; and the environmental
consequences of the proposed action and alternatives (40 CFR 1502.10 and 10 CFR 1021.310), including
cumulative effects and recommended mitigation and monitoring. At the time the agency reaches a decision,
but no sooner than 30 days after completing the Final EIS, the agency preparing the EIS must prepare one
or more Records of Decision that state what the decisions are and identify the alternatives considered
(40 CFR 1505.2; 10 CFR 1021.315).

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). DOE’s management of wastes with hazardous
constituents (LLMW, some TRUW, HLW, and HW) must comply with the RCRA (42 USC 6901 et seq.).
RCRA was enacted to ensure the safe and environmentally responsible management of hazardous and
nonhazardous solid waste, and to promote resource recovery techniques to minimize waste volumes.
Regulations issued by EPA under RCRA set forth a comprehensive program to provide “cradle to grave”
control of HW by requiring generators and transporters of HW, and owners and operators of treatment,
storage, and disposal facilities, to meet specific standards and procedures. Hazardous waste is defined under
RCRA as a waste that poses a potential hazard to human health or the environment when improperly

treated, stored, or disposed.

The RCRA regulations include requirements for locating and operating treatment, storage, and disposal
facilities. RCRA also required EPA to issue regulations containing land disposal restrictions (LDRs) that
require the use of the best demonstrated available technologies to treat certain HW and waste containing
certain hazardous constituents. The land disposal restrictions also prohibit storing waste that requires
treatment except to facilitate proper recovery, treatment, or disposal. Much of DOE’s waste that is currently
stored, as well as some waste that it will generate in the future, is HW or contains hazardous constituents

that are subject to RCRA and LDRs. DOE facilities that store, treat, or dispose of HW or waste containing
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hazardous constituents subject to RCRA requirements must obtain a permit from EPA, or from States that I
are delegated permitting authority by EPA, before such facilities can be constructed and operated. States |

granted permitting authority by EPA can adopt more stringent requirements. |

Federal Facility Compliance Act (FFCAct). The 1992 FFCAct (42 USC §6961) waives DOE'’s sovereign |
immunity by allowing States to impose fines and penalties for RCRA violations. The FFCAct also requires |
DOE to prepare plans for developing treatment capacity for its mixed wastes (waste containing both |
radioactive and hazardous components subject to RCRA requirements). The FFCAct subjects DOE to fines |
and penalties after October 6, 1995, for DOE’s violations at sites of RCRA’s LDRs for waste storage unless 1
the site is otherwise in compliance with an approved STP and compliance order issued by the appropriate |
regulator. DOE expects and intends that the environmental impact analysis contained in the WM PEIS will |
also be used by regulators and other stakeholders involved in the FFCAct implementation process. Sixteen |
of the 17 major sites analyzed in the WM PEIS are required to prepare site treatment plans (STPs). Each |
of these sites has submitted an STP, and all but three (ANL-E, BNL, and LLNL) have been approved by |

the appropriate agency. Compliance orders or agreements have incorporated the approved STPs. |

Atomic Energy Act (AEA). DOE must also comply with the AEA (42 USC §§2011 et seq.) in managing |
its radioactive wastes. One purpose of the Act is to ensure proper management—production, possession, |
and use—of radioactive materials. The AEA and other related legislation (including the Energy |
Reorganization Act of 1974 and the Department of Energy Organization Act of 1977) authorize DOEto |
develop generally applicable standards for protecting the environment from radioactive materials. Pursuant |

to the AEA, DOE has established a system of standards and requirements, issued as DOE Orders. |

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), as Amended |
(42 USC §89601 et seq.). The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act |
provides a statutory framework for the cleanup of waste sites containing hazardous substances and — as |
amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) — provides an emergency |
response program in the event of a release (or threat of a release) of a hazardous substance to the |
environment. Using the Hazard Ranking System, Federal and private sites are ranked and may be included |
on the National Priorities List. The Act requires such Federal facilities having such sites to undertake |
investigations and remediation as necessary. The Act also includes requirements for reporting releases of |

certain hazardous substances in excess of specified amounts to State and Federal agencies. b
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Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982, as Amended (42 USC §§10101-10270). The Nuclear Waste Policy
Act established a national policy for disposal of HLW and spent nuclear fuel (SNF) in a geologic repository
and directed DOE to characterize the Yucca Mountain site in Nevada for suitability as the site of a first
United States repository. The Act authorizes disposal of HLW and SNL in the first repository, subject to
a limit on repository capacity and the payment of appropriate fees. The Act specifically instructs the NRC
to limit the first geologic repository to 70,000 metric tons of heavy metal or a quantity of solidified HLW
resulting from the reprocessing of such a quantity of SNF until such time as a second geologic repository
is in operation. For planning purposes, DOE assumes that some or all of the Hanford Site HLW that
satisfies the repository’s acceptance criteria could be placed in the potential geologic repositories developed

under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

Sufficient information is not available to determine at this time whether the Yucca Mountain site is a suitable
candidate for geologic disposal of SNF and HLW. DOE, however, is in the early planning stages for a
repository EIS. DOE has issued a formal notice of its intent to prepare this analysis. The repository EIS
will evaluate potential environmental impacts using the best available information and data and would
support the Secretary of Energy’s final recommendation to the President, as required by the Nuclear Waste
. Policy Act. The repository EIS would examine the site-specific environmental impacts from construction,
operation, and eventual closure of the repository, including potential post-closure radiological effects to the

environment, and would assess the impacts of transporting SNF and HLW to a repository.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act provides that any repository for the disposal of HLW resulting only from
atomic energy defense activities shall be subject to licensing under Section 202 of the Energy
Reorganization Act of 1974 (42 USC §5842). Further, Section 202 of the Energy Reorganization Act
authorizes NRC licensing of facilities authorized for the express purpose of long-term storage of HLW that
are not used for, or are not a part of, research and development activities. Therefore, to the extent that any
decision requires defense HLW to be placed in a repository constructed under the Nuclear Waste Policy
Act or a facility subject to licensing under Section 202 of the Energy Reorganization Act, such a repository
or facility would be subject to licensing by the NRC. NRC'’s regulations governing the licensing of a
geoldgic repository are contained in 10 CFR Part 60.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act also directed EPA to promulgate waste standards pursuant to the Atomic

Energy Act. EPA responded by issuing the “Environmental Standards for the Management and Disposal

of Spent Nuclear Fuel, High-Level, and Transuranic Wastes” (final rule) in 40 CFR Part 191. The final
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rule announcement (58 FR 66398) notes that 40 CFR 191 does not apply to the candidate Yucca Mountain |

site. ]

The final version of 40 CFR 191 consists of three subparts. Subpart A establishes dose limits for members |
of the public, including doses resulting from management and storage of SNF and HLW or TRUW at any |
disposal facility operated by DOE that is not regulated by NRC or by agreement States. Subpart B |
establishes containment requirements, assurance requirements, and individual protection requirements for | .
disposal systems for SNF, HLW, and TRUW. This part specifies a 10,000-year design objective and |
discusses requirements for institutional controls; monitoring performance of a disposal system; designation |
by records, markers, and passive controls; and retrievability of wastes. Subpart C establishes groundwater |
protection standards for underground sources of drinking water for disposal systems for SNF, HLW, and |
TRUW. !

The rule was developed primarily for mined geologic repositories. However, EPA states that “Although |
developed primarily through consideration of mined geologic repositories, 40 CFR 191... applies to |
disposal of the subject wastes by any method with three exceptions.” The standards do not apply to ocean |
. disposal or disposal that occurred before the 1985 standards. The groundwater protection requirements of |
Subpart C may not apply to disposal systems located within a quarter mile of an underground source of |
drinking water. |

Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970, as Amended (29 USC §§651 et seq.). The Occupational |
Safety and Health Act establishes standards to enhance safe and healthful working conditions in places of |
employment throughout the United States. The Act is administered and enforced by the Occupational Safety |
and Health Administration (OSHA), a U.S. Department of Labor agency. While OSHA and EPA both have |
a mandate to reduce exposures to toxic substances, OSHA's jurisdiction is limited to safety and health |
conditions that exist in the workplace environment. In general, under the Act, it is the duty of each |
employer to furnish all employees a place of employment free of recognized hazards likely to cause death |
or serious physical harm. Employees have a duty to comply with the occupational safety and health |
standards and all rules, regulations, and orders issued under the Act. OSHA regulations (published in |
Title 29 of the Code of Federal Regulations) establish specific standards telling employers what must be |
done to achieve a safe and healthful working environment. DOE emphasizes compliance with these |
regulations at its facilities and prescribes through DOE orders the standards that contractors shall meet, |
during their work at Government-owned, contractor-operated facilities (DOE Orders 5480.1B, 5483.1A). |
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DOE keeps and makes available the various records of illnesses, injuries, and work-related deaths as

required by OSHA regulations.

Clean Air Act, as Amended (42 USC §§7401 et seq.). The Clean Air Act is intended to “protect and
enhance the quality of the Nation’s air resources so as to promote the public health and welfare and the
productive capacity of its population.” Section 118 of the Clean Air Act requires that each Federal agency,
such as DOE, with jurisdiction over any property or facility that might result in the discharge of air
pollutants, comply with “all Federal, state, interstate, and local requirements” with regard to the control

and abatement of air pollution.

The Act requires EPA to establish National Ambient Air Quality Standards as necessary to protect public
health, with an adequate margin of safety, from any known or anticipated adverse effects of a regulated
pollutant (42 USC §7409). The Act also requires establishment of national standards of performance for
new or modified stationary sources of atmospheric pollutants (42 USC §7411) and requires specific
emission increases to be evaluated so as to prevent a significant deterioration in air quality (42 USC §7470).
Hazardous air pollutants, including radionuclides, are regulated separately (42 USC §7412). Air emissions
are regulated by EPA in 40 CFR Parts 50 through 99. In particular, radionuclide emissions and hazardous
air pollutants are regulated under the National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants Program
(see 40 CFR Part 61 and 40 CFR Part 63).

Safe Drinking Water Act, as Amended (42 USC §§300[F] et seq.). The primary objective of the Safe
Drinking Water Act is to protect the quality of the public water supplies and all sources of drinking water.
The implementing regulations, administered by EPA unless delegated to the States, establish standards
applicable to public water systems. They promulgate maximum contaminant levels, including those for
radioactivity, in public water systems. Safe Drinking Water Act requirements have been promulgated by
EPA in 40 CFR Parts 100 through 149. Other programs established by the Safe Drinking Water Act include
the Sole Source Aquifer Program, the Wellhead Protection Program, and the Underground Injection
Control Program.

Clean Water Act, as Amended (33 USC §§1251 et seq.). The Clean Water Act, which amended the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act, was enacted to “restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and
biological integrity of the Nation’s water.” The Clean Water Act prohibits the “discharge of toxic pollutants

in toxic amounts” to navigable waters of the United States. Section 313 of the Clean Water Act requires
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all branches of the Federal government engaged in any activity that might result in a discharge or runoff
of pollutants to surface waters to comply with Federal, State, interstate, and local requirements. In addition
to setting water quality standards for the Nation’s waterways, the Clean Water Act supplies guidelines and
limitations for effluent discharges from point-source discharges and provides authority for EPA to
implement the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permitting program. The National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System program is administered by the Water Management Division of EPA

pursuant to regulations in 40 CFR Part 122 er seq.

Sections 401 and 405 of the Water Quality Act of 1987 added Section 402(p) to the Clean Water Act.
Section 402(p) requires that the Environmental Protection Act establish regulations for issuing permits for
stormwater discharges associated with industrial activity. Stormwater discharges associated with industrial
activity are permitted through the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System. General Permit

requirements are published in 40 CFR Part 122.

Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act of 1986 (42 USC §§11001 et seq.) (also
known as “SARA Title ITI”). Under Subtitle A of this Act, Federal facilities, including those owned by
DOE, provide various information (such as inventories of specific chemicals used or stored and releases
that occur from these sites) to the State Emergency Response Commission and to the Local Emergency
Planning Committee to ensure that emergency plans are sufficient to respond to unplanned releases of
hazardous substances. Implementation of the provisions of this Act began voluntarily in 1987, and inventory
and annual emissions reporting began in 1988 based on 1987 activities and information. In 1993, Executive
Order 12856 (see Section 1.4.2, below) directed compliance by Federal agencies. The requirements for this
Act were promulgated by EPA in 40 CFR Parts 350-372.

Toxic Substances Control Act (15 USC §§2601 et seq.). The Toxic Substances Control Act provides EPA
with the authority to require testing of chemical substances, both new and old, entering the environment,
and regulates them where necessary. The law complements existing toxic substance laws such as §112 of
the Clean Air Act and §307 of the Clean Water Act. The Act came about because there were no general
Federal regulations for the potential environmental or health effects of the thousands of new chemicals
developed each year before they were introduced into the public or commerce. The Act also regulates the
treatment, storage, and disposal of certain toxic substances, specifically polychlorinated biphenyls,
chlorofluorocarbons, asbestos, dioxins, certain metal-working fluids, and hexavalent chromium. The

asbestos regulations under the Act were ultimately overturned. However, regulations pertaining to asbestos
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removal, storage, and disposal are promulgated through the National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air
Pollutants Program (40 CFR Part 61, Subpart M). For chlorofluorocarbons, Title VI of the Clean Air Act
Amendments of 1990 requires a reduction of chlorofluorocarbons beginning in 1991 and prohibits

production beginning in 2000.

Pollution Prevention Act of 1990 (42 USC §§13101 et seq.). The Pollution Prevention Act of 1990
establishes a national policy for waste management and pollution control that focuses first on source
reduction, followed sequentially by environmentally safe recycling, treatment, and lastly, disposal. Disposal
or releases to the environment should only occur as a last resort. In response, DOE has committed to
participation in the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act Section 313, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency 33/50 Pollution Prevention Program. The goal, for facilities already involved in
Section 313 compliance, is to achieve a 33% reduction in the release of 17 priority chemicals by 1997, from
a 1993 baseline. On August 3, 1993, Executive Order 12856 was issued, expanding the 33/50 program such:
that DOE must reduce its total releases of all toxic chemicals by 50% by December 31, 1999. The DOE

is also requiring each DOE site to establish site-specific goals to reduce generation of all waste types.

National Historic Preservation Act, as Amended (16 USC §§470 et seq.). The National Historic
Preservation Act provides that sites with significant national historic value be placed on the National
Register of Historic Places. No permits or certifications are required under the Act. However, if a particular
Federal activity may impact a historic property resource, consultation with the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation will generally result in a Memorandum of Agreement, including stipulations that must be
followed to minimize adverse impacts. Coordination with the State Historic Preservation officer is also
undertaken to ensure.that potentially significant sites are properly identified and appropriate mitigative

actions are implemented.

Archaeological Resource Protection Act, as Amended (16 USC §§470aa et seq.). This Act protects
archaeological resources and sites on public and Indian lands. It requires a permit for any excavation or
removal of archaeological resources from public or Indian lands. Excavations must be undertaken for the
purpose of furthering archaeological knowledge in the public interest, and resources removed are to remain
the property of the United States. Indian tribes must be notified of possible harm or destruction of sites
having religious or cultural importance. For resources on Indian tribes, consent must be obtained from the
Indian tribe owning the lands on which a resource is located before issuance of a permit, and the permit

must contain terms or conditions requested by the tribe.
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Native American Grave Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 (25 USC §§3001 ef seq.). This Act |
requires Federal agencies and federally funded museums to repatriate human remains, sacred objects, and |
objects of cultural patrimony to the culturally affiliated Native American groups. This includes repatriation |
of cultural items in collections, proof of consultation with appropriate Native American groups for |
excavation on Federal or tribal lands, and notification of the Federal land manager and appropriate Native |
American group when an inadvertent discovery is made on Federal or tribal land. Any cultural items |

excavated after November 16, 1990, pertaining to this Act are owned by lineal descendants. o

American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 (42 USC §1996). This Act reaffirms Native American |
religious freedom under the First Amendment and sets United States policy to protect and preserve the |
inherent and constitutional right of American Indians to believe, express, and exercise their traditional |
religions. This Act requires that Federal actions avoid interfering with access to sacred locations and |

traditional resources that are integral to the practice of religions. |

Religious Freedom Restoration Act of 1993 (42 USC §§2000bb et segq.). This Act prohibits the l
Government, including Federal departments, from substantially burdening the exercise of religion unless |
the Government demonstrates a compelling governmental interest and the action furthers that interest and |

is the least restrictive means of furthering that interest. |

Endangered Species Act, as Amended (16 USC §§1531 et seq.). The Endangered Species Act is intended |
to prevent the further decline of endangered and threatened species and to restore these species and théir |
habitats. The Act is jointly administered by the U.S. Departments of Commerce and the Interior. Section 7 |
of the Act requires consﬁltation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to determine whether endangered |

and threatened species or their critical habitats are known to be in the vicinity of the proposed action. |

Migratory Bird Treaty Act, as Amended (16 USC §§703 ef seq.). The Migratory Bird Treaty Act is |
intended to protect birds that have common migration patterns between the United States and Canada, |
Mexico, Japan, and Russia. It regulates the harvest of migratory birds by. specifying mode of harvest, |
hunting seasons, and bag limits. The Act stipulates that it is unlawful at any time, by any means, or in any |
manner to “kill . . . any migratory bird.” Although no permit for this project is required under the Act, |
DOE is required to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service regarding impacts to migratory birds |
and to evaluate ways to avoid or minimize these effects in accordance with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife |

Service Mitigation Policy. |
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Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, as Amended (16 USC §§668-668d). The Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act makes it unlawful to take, pursue, molest, or disturb bald (American) and golden eagles,
their nests, or their eggs anywhere in the United States (Section 668, 688c). A permit must be obtained
from the U.S. Department of the Interior to relocate a nest that interferes with resource development or

recovery operations.

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, as Amended (16 USC §§1271 et seq. 71:8301 et seq.). The ‘Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act protects certain selected rivers of the Nation, which possess outstanding scenic, recreational,
geological, fish and wildlife, historical, cultural, or other similar values. These rivers are to be preserved
in a free-flowing condition to protect water quality and other vital national conservation purposes. The
purpose of the Act is to institute a national wild and scenic rivers system, to designate the initial rivers that

are a part of that system, and to develop standards for the addition of new rivers in the future.

Noise Control Act of 1972, as Amended (42 USC §§4901 ef seq.). Section 4 of the Noise Control Act
of 1972, as amended, directs all Federal agencies to carry out “to the fullest extent within their authority”
programs within their jurisdictions in a manner that furthers a national policy of promoting an environment

free from noise that jeopardizes health and welfare.

In addition to these laws, the Nuclear Waste Policy Act (42 USC §§10101-10270) authorizes the
development of a geologic repository for the permanent disposal of spent nuclear fuel and HLW. The West
Valley Demonstration Project Act was enacted in 1980 and authorizes DOE (1) to develop a solidification
process that can be used to prepare HLW for disposal and (2) to conduct a nuclear waste management

project on the site of the Western New York Nuclear Service Center near West Valley, New York.

1.4.2 EXECUTIVE ORDERS

Executive Order 12088, Federal Compliance With Pollution Control Standards (10/13/78). As
amended by Executive Order 12580 (January 23, 1987), Federal Compliance with Pollution Control
Standards, Executive Order 12088 directs Federal agencies, including DOE, to comply with applicable
administrative and procedural pollution control standards established by, but not limited to, the Clean Air
Act, the Noise Control Act, the Clean Water Act, the Safe Drinking Water Act, the Toxic Substances
Control Act (15 USC §§2601 et seq.), and the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act.
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Executive Order 11593, National Historic Preservation (5/13/71). Executive Order 11593 directs Federal
agencies, inciuding DOE, to locate, inventory, and nominate properties under their jurisdiction or control
to the National Register of Historic Places if those properties qualify. This process requires DOE to provide
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation the opportunity to comment on the possible impacts of the

proposed activity on any potential eligible or listed resources.

Executive Order 11514, Protection and Enhancement of Environmental Quality. Executive
Order 11514 directs Federal agencies to continually monitor and control their activities to protect and
enhance the quality of the environment and to develop procedures to ensure that fullest practicable provision
of timely public information and understanding of the Federal plans and programs with environmental
impact to obtain the views of interested parties. The DOE has issued regulations (10 CFR Part 1021) and

DOE Order 451.1 for compliance with this executive order.

Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management. Executive Order 11988 directs Federal agencies to
establish procedures to ensure that the potential effects of flood hazards and floodplain management are
considered for any action undertaken in a floodpiain and that floodplain impacts be avoided to the extent

practicable.

Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands. Executive Order 11990 directs governmental agencies
to avoid, to the extent practicable, any short- and long-term adverse impacts on wetlands wherever there

is a practicable alternative.

Executive Order 12530, Superfund Implementation. Executive Order 12580 delegates to the heads of
executive departments and agencies the responsibility for undertaking remedial actions for releases or
threatened releases that are not on the National Priority List and removal actions at any facility under the

jurisdiction or control of executive departments and agencies.

Executive Order 12856, Right to Know Laws and Pollution Prevention Requirements. This order
directs all Federal agencies to reduce and report toxic chemicals entering any waste stream; improve
emergency planning, response, and accident notification; and encourage clean technologies and testing of
innovative prevention technologies. The Executive Order also provides that Federal agencies are persons
for purposes of the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act (SARA Title III), which

obliges agencies to meet the requirements of the Act.

1-18 VOLUME I




Introduction and Background Chapter 1

Executive Order 12898, Environmental Justice. This order directs Federal agencies to promote
environmental justice by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse
human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and
low-income populations in the United States and its territories and possessions. The order creates an
Interagency Working Group on Environmental Justice and directs each Federal agency to develop strategies
within prescribed time limits to identify and address environmental justice concerns. The order further
directs each Federal agency to. collect, maintain, and analyze information on the race, national origin,
income level, and other readily accessible and appropriate information for areas surrounding facilities or
sites expected to have a substantial environmental, human health, or economic effect on the surrounding
populations, when such facilities or sites become the subject of a substantial Federal environmental

administrative or judicial action and to make such information publicly available.

Executive Order 12114, Environmental Effects Abroad of Major Federal Actions. This order declares
that Federal agencies are required to prepare environmental analyses for “major Federal actions
significantly affecting the environment of the global commons outside the jurisdiction of any nation (e.g.,
the ocean or Antarctica).” According to the Executive Order, major Federal actions significantly affecting
the environment of foreign countries may also require environmental analyses under certain circumstances.
The procedural requirements imposed by the Executive Order are analogous to those under the National

Environmental Policy Act.

Executive Order 13007, Sacred Sites. Executive Order 13007 directs Executive agencies, to the extent
permitted by law and not inconsistent with agency missions, to avoid adversely affecting sacred sites and

to provide access to Native American religious practitioners for religious practices.

1.4.3 DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY REGULATIONS AND ORDERS

Through the authority of the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for establishing a comprehensive
health, safety, and environmental program for its facilities. The regulatory mechanisms through which DOE

manages its facilities are the promulgation of regulations and the issuance of DOE orders.

The DOE regulations are generally found in Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations. These regulations

address such areas as energy conservation, administrative requirements and procedures, nuclear safety, and
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classified information. For purposes of this PEIS, relevant regulations include 10 CFR Part 820, Procedures
for DOE Nuclear Activities; 10 CFR Part 830.120, Quality Assurance; 10 CFR Part 834, Radiation
Protection of the Public and the Environment (proposed); 10 CFR Part 835, Occupational Radiation
Protection; 10 CFR Part 1021, Compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act; and 10 CFR

Part 1022, Compliance with Floodplains/Wetlands Environmental Review Requirements.

DOE orders generally set forth policy and the programs and internal procedures for implementing those

policies. The following sections provide a brief discussion of selected orders.

DOE Order 151.1, Comprehensive Emergency Management System (9/25/95). This order describes
the roles and responsibilities for the DOE Emergency Management System. One purpose of the order is
to ensure that the DOE Emergency Management System is ready to respond promptly, efficiently, ;md
effectively to any emergency involving DOE facilities, activities, or operations. The order requires
emergency planning for DOE sites/facilities, including DOE transportation activities, in order to ensure

personnel and resources are prepared to respond effectively to emergencies.

DOE Order 451.1, National Environmental Policy Act Compliance Program (9/ 11/95). This order sets
forth DOE internal requirements and responsibilities for implementing the NEPA and associated
regulations, including preparation of environmental impact assessments. It also directs Agency personnel to

“incorporate NEPA values . . . to the extent practicable, in DOE documents prepared under [CERCLA].”

DOE Order 5820.2A, Radioactive Waste Management (9/26/88). DOE Order 5820.2A establishes
policies and guidelines ‘for management of radioactive waste and contaminated facilities. The generation,
treatment, storage, transportation, and/or disposal of such wastes is to be accomplished in a manner that
complies with all applicable Federal, state, and local environmental, safety, and health laws and regulations,
as well as DOE requirements. The order contains materials pertaining to management of high-level waste,
transuranic waste, low-level waste, and other types of radioactive waste, plus guidelines on
decommissioning of radioactively contaminated facilities. DOE is currently in the process of updating this

order.

10 CFR Part 835, Occupational Radiation Protection. This rule establishes radiation protection
standards, limits, and program requirements for occupational exposure at DOE facilities and operations.

Each activity must have a Radiation Protection Program. The order sets the goal of minimizing workplace
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exposure and establishes maximum allowable exposures on the basis of national and international
recommended standards. The rule also establishes policies on worker training, workplace monitoring and

dosimetry, entry control, and other aspects of workplace radiation safety.

DOE Order 5400.5, Radiation Protection of the Public and the Environment (2/8/90). The purposes
of DOE’s program on radiation protection of the public and the environment are to: (1) establish dose limits
for exposure of members of the public to radiation and implementation of the Department’s “as low as
reasonably achievable” (ALARA) polipy; (2) manage radioactive materials in liquid waste discharges, in
soil columns, and in selected solid waste containing radioactive materials, including a groundwater
protection program for each DOE site; (3) establish requirements for decontamination, survey, and release
of buildings, land, equipment, and personal property containing residual radioactive material and for the
management, storage, and disposal of wastes generated by these activities; and (4) establish an
“Environmental Radiation Protection Program and plan (including an effluent monitoring and environmental
surveillance program) to set forth the programs, plans, and other processes to protect the public from
exposures to radiation. DOE is in the process of codifying this policy; Proposed Rule 10 CFR 834 was

issued for comment on March 25, 1993.

1.4.4 HAZARDOUS AND RADIOACTIVE MATERIALS TRANSPORTATION REGULATIONS

Transportation of hazardous and radioactive materials, substances, and wastes is governed by the
U.S. Department of Transportation, NRC, EPA regulations, and the Hazardous Materials Transportation
Act. These regulations may be found in 49 CFR Parts 171-178, 49 CFR Parts 383-397, 10 CFR Part 71,
and 40 CFR Part 262 and 2635, respectively.

U.S. Department of Transportation regulations contain requirements for identifying a material as hazardous
or radioactive. These regulations interface with those of the NRC or EPA for identifying material, but the
U.S. Department of Transportation hazardous material regulations govern the hazard communication (such
as marking, hazard labeling, vehicle placarding, and emergency response telephone number) and shipping

requirements (such as required entries on shipping papers or EPA waste manifests).

NRC regulations applicable to radioactive materials transportation are found in 10 CFR Part 71, which

includes detailed packaging design requirements and package certification testing requirements. Complete

VOLUME I 1-21




Chapter 1 Introduction and Background

documentation of design and safety analysis and results of the required testing are submitted to the NRC
to certify the package for use. This certification testing involves the following components: heat, physical
drop onto an unyielding surface, water submersion, puncture by dropping package onto a rigid spike, and

gas tightness. Some of the required tests simulate maximum reasonably foreseeable accident conditions.

EPA regulations pertaining to hazardous waste transportation are found in 40 CFR Part 262. These
regulations deal with the use of the EPA waste manifest, which is the shipping paper for transporting RCRA

hazardous waste.

1.4.5 CONSULTATIONS WITH OTHER AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND
AMERICAN INDIAN TRIBES

Section 102(2)(c)(v) of NEPA and 40 CFR 1503.1 require that Federal agencies (defined to include
American Indian tribes) with jurisdiction or special expertise regarding any environmental impacts be
consulted and involved in the National Environmental Policy process. 10 CFR 1502.25 requires
consultation with agencies that have the authority to issue applicable permits, licenses, and other regulatory
approvals, as well as those responsible for protecting significant resources (for example, endangered

species, critical habitats, or cultural resources).

In addition to these provisions, DOE’s NEPA regulation 10 CFR 1021.341(b) requires consultation with
other agencies when necessary or appropriate. The PEIS Implementation Plan (DOE, 1994b) described the
scoping process of the WM PEIS and the extent of EPA involvement in that process. Chapter 5 of the plan
summarizes the roles and responsibilities of EPA and DOE with regard to technical coordination on issues
of mutual concern. EPA participated by reviewing the Preliminary Draft and Final WM PEIS before they
were issued to the public, helping DOE to define issues and concerns to address in the PEIS, and providing
information in areas in which EPA has regulatory authority or technical expertise. EPA also participated
in meetings involving review of the human health risk methodology. Moreover, during the course of
developing the draft and final WM PEIS, DOE invited comment from and held discussions with certain
groups with special interests, such as the Environmental Management Advisory Board (EMAB), the Site
Specific Advisory Board (SSAB) represematives, and others.

As stated in a Presidential Memorandum (April 29, 1994), “The United States government has a unique

legal relationship with Native American tribal governments as set forth in the constitution of the United
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States, treaties, statutes, and court decisions.” This memorandum directs each executive department to
operate within a government-to-government relationship with Federally recognized tribal governments,
consult with tribal governments, and assess the impact of Federal government plans, projects, programs,
and activities on tribal trust resources. The importance of these relationships and consultations is echoed
in the DOE American Indian policy, as implemented by DOE Order 1230.2, which emphasizes the
importance of establishing a proactive approach to solicit input from tribal governments on Departmental
policies and issues. It also encourages tribal governments and their members to participate fully in national
and regional dialogues concerning Departmental programs. Consultation with Federally recognized tribes
is also an'integral part of compliance with a number of cultural resource statutes and their implementing
regulations discussed in Section 1.4.1. DOE has initiated consultation with some of the tribal governments
that have trust, treaty, and traditional lands near DOE facilities. In recent years, DOE has worked to build

government-to-government relationships with tribes near Departmental sites.

DOE has received comments regarding tribal values and the requirement for government-to-government
consultations, which have been considered in this Final WM PEIS. Many issues between DOE and the
tribes are dealt with at the site level, such as local cultural resources, and ongoing and planned DOE
.activities. To facilitate discussion between DOE and the tribes, each local DOE office has a point of contact

for tribal issues, including cultural resource and historic preservation issues.

The WM PEIS analysis focuses mainly on alternatives addressing national-level strategic issues. Follow-on
project and site-specific NEPA reviews will be conducted that will more fully explore specific concerns
related to the respective sites. During these reviews, local DOE offices will work with other agency and
tribal representatives as well as members of the interested public to identify the locations of any necessary
facilities and related activities such as transportation. It is during this next level of planning and project-level

implementation that specific values and environmental impact analyses will be considered.

1.5 Waste Types

DOE is responsible for managing large inventories of LLMW, LLW, TRUW, HLW, and HW. DOE
manages each of these waste types separately because they have different components, have different levels
of radioactivity, and must meet different regulatory requirements. The definitions of these waste types have

different bases: some are defined by source, some by physical or chemical characteristics, and some by
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exception. Moreover, a given radionuclide can

Types of Radioactivity

appear in more than one waste type but usually in

different concentration. The four principal types of radiation are:
alpha particles, beta particles, gamma

, rays, and neutrons. Alpha radiation can be B8

LLMW and LLW are categorized either as alpha stopped by a sheet of paper and will not B |
or nonalpha waste, depending on whether the waste z ineit;;z::n, Bbeut:z" :_‘;dh::noﬁl ! {;:g;g;‘: !
contains concentrations of alpha particles at or above through an inch of water or skin, but not |8 I
through a thin sheet of aluminum, plywood, I |
or steel. Gamma rays and neutrons are the |
There are typically two categories of LLMW, LLW, most penetrating radiation and can pass & {

“ ” « through many materials, including the B
and TRUW— contact-handled” (CH) and “remote- human body. Dense materials like lead are |§ |
handled” (RH). The categories differ because of the effective for stopping gamma rays, whereas R |
hydrogenous materials like water are & I
effective in slowing down and stopping
handled waste typically requires additional shielding neutrons. gy - |

10 nanocuries per gram. All TRUW is alpha waste.

concentration of radioactive materials. Remote-

and containment to protect workers and the public.

The following sections define and discuss each of the waste types considered in this PEIS. The
. environmental impacts associated with managing those wastes types under the four broad categories of
alternatives are contained in the waste-type Chapters 6 through 10. Privatized management is also
considered in this PEIS. Privatization means that the private sector would own (or control) the means for

treatment, storage, or disposal of nuclear waste. Privatization is detailed in Section 1.7.4. |

1.5.1 LOW-LEVEL MIXED WASTE

LLMW contains both hazardous and low-level

radioactive components. The hazardous Metric Units

component in LLMW is subject to RCRA, W Volumes in this document are given in the metric
‘ unit of cubic meters. One cubic meter is equal to | |

whereas the radioactive components are subject ) .
approximately 35 cubic feet, or 264 gallons.

to the AEA (42 USC 2011 er seq.). LLMW is
characterized as either CH or RH and as alpha

AT ~ T T R SR TR TR T TR T SO TR AP Y R eeT N ST

or nonalpha. LLMW results from a variety of activities, including the processing of nuclear materials used
in nuclear weapons production, and energy research and development activities. The WM PEIS evaluates |

approximately 82,000 cubic meters of LLMW currently stored and an estimated 137,000 cubic meters N
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expected to be generated over the next 20 years

Contact- and Remote-Handled Wastes

(excluding LLMW that could be generated as a

result of environmental restoration activities) for || Radioactive waste is classified as “contact-
handled” or “remote-handled.” Contact-handled

a total of approximately 219,000 cubic meters. B 5505 are those wastes whose external surface
Presently, commercial and DOE facilities are dose rate does not exceed 200 millirem per hour.

insufficient to treat DOE’s inventory of LLMW. R Remote-handled wastes are those wastes whose

However, it is possible that some portion of the [ external surface dose rate exceeds 200 millirem per B

. . hour.
inventory could be treated at commercial facilities

and that the capacity of such facilities could [ LLMW, LLW, and TRUW are categorized as either

. e s . ) contact-handled or remote-handled.
increase rapidly if specific DOE sites were to

decide to use commercial facilities. This PEIS

addresses the treatment and disposal of LLMW; storage of LLMW is not addressed because RCRA
prohibits storage of untreated waste except to facilitate proper recovery, treatment, or disposal. Table 1.5-1
summarizes the range of decisions that DOE could make with respect to LLMW.

1.5.2 LOW-LEVEL WASTE

LLW includes all radioactive waste that is not classified as HLW, spent nuclear fuel (fuel discharged from
nuclear reactors), TRUW, uranium and thorium mill tailings, or waste from processed ore. LLW does not
contain hazardous constituents regulated under RCRA. Most LLW consists of relatively large amounts of
waste materials contaminated with small amounts of radionuclides, such as contaminated equipmen;
(e.g., gloveboxes, ventilation ducts, shielding, and laboratory equipment), protective clothing, paper, rags,
packing material, and solidified sludges. Test specimens of fissionable material irradiated for research and
development only, and not for the production of power or plutonium, may be classified as low-level waste,
provided the concentration of transuranics is less than 100 nanocuries per gram of waste. Low-level waste
is subject to the provisions of the Atomic Energy Act and is categorized as CH or RH and as alpha or
nonalpha on the basis of the types and levels of radioactivity present. However, most LLW contains short-
lived radionuclides and generally can be handled without additional shielding or remote handling equipment.
DOE has an inventory of approximately 67,500 cubic meters of LLW in storage, and approximately
1,440,000 cubic meters are expected to be generated during the next 20 years (excluding LLW that may

be generated as a result of environmental restoration activities), for a total of 1,500,000 cubic meters. This

PEIS addresses the treatment and disposal of LLW. Table 1.5- 1 summarizes the decisions that DOE must |

make with respect to LLW.
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Table 1.5-1. Decisions DOE Will Make Based on Evaluations in the WM PEIS

—
] Type of Waste and Whether DOE Will Decide on Basis of WM PELS (Ves or No)
Low-Level Mixed Transuranic
Decisions Waste Low-Level Waste Waste High-Level Waste Hazardous Waste
Where to YES YES YES NO YES
treat? LLMW could be LLW volume reduction | TRUW couldbe | HLW will be HW could be treated at
treated at 1 to 37 and treamment could be treated at 3 to 16 treated at 4 DOE DOE sites, or DOE
DOE sites. conducted at 1 to 11 DOE sites. sites where it was could rely on
DOE sites. Minimum generated. commercial treatment.
treatment could occur at
all sites.
Where to NO NO YES YES NO
store? LLMW will be stored | LLW will be stored at TRUW could be HLW canisters HW sent to
at sites where sites where generated stored at 3 to containing treated commercial facilities
generated until until treatment and 16 sites, pending HLW could be will be stored for less
treatment and disposal. . final disposition. placed into storage than 90 days unless
disposal. at 1 to 4 DOE sites. | there is a permitted
storage facility.
Where to YES YES NO NO NO
dispose of? LLMW could be LLW could be disposed | Separate evaluation | Separate Commercial HW
disposed of at 1 to 16 of at 1 to 16 DOE sites. of Waste Isolation evaluations to be disposal facilities will
DOE sites. Pilot Plant (WIPP) prepared pursuant continue to be used.
Disposal Phase is to the Nuclear
being prepared. Waste Policy Act as J

1.5.3 TRANSURANIC WASTE

TRUW is waste containing more than 100 nanocuries of alpha-emitting transuranic isotopes per gram of
waste, with half-lives greater than 20 years and an atomic number greater than 92, except for (a) high-level
radioactive waste, (b) waste that the Secretary has determined, with the concurrence of the Administrator,
does not need the degree of isolation required by the disposal regulations, or (c) waste that the NRC has
approved for disposal on a case-by-case basis in accordance with 10 CFR 61.3 TRUW is produced during
reactor fuel assembly, nuclear weapons production, research and development, and spent nuclear fuel

reprocessing.

TRUW, some of which also contains hazardous constituents, has radioactive components such as plutonium,
with lesser amounts of neptunium, americium, curium, and californium. TRUW components have half-lives
greater than 20 years. These radionuclides gEnerally decay by emitting alpha particles. Like LLMW and
LLW, TRUW also contains radionuclides that emit gamma rays, requiring TRUW to be managed as either
CH or RH. Approximately 60% is mixed waste, containing both radioactive components and hazardous

components regulated under RCRA.

3 LLW and LLMW may also contain these transuranic isotopes, but with concentrations less than
100 nanocuries per gram of waste.
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DOE has approximately 68,000 cubic meters of
TRUW retrievably stored since 1970, and about
64,000 cubic meters expected to be generated
over the next 20 years (excluding TRUW that
could be generated as a result of environmental

restoration activities), for a total of about

132,000 cubic meters. The waste volumes do not

include TRUW generated before 1970. Pre-1970
TRUW is known as “buried TRUW.” This waste

is considered environmental restoration waste.

DOE is currently proposing to dispose of
retrievably stored and newly generated TRUW in
a geologic repository called the Waste Isolation
Pilot Plant (WIPP) near Carlsbad, New Mexico.
The environmental impacts of developing WIPP
were assessed in previous environmental impact
statements (DOE, 1980; DOE, 1990). DOE is
examining whether to dispose of TRUW at WIPP
in a second supplemental EIS (SEIS-II; DOE,
1996n). Therefore, this PEIS evaluates alternative
configurations for the treatment and storage of
TRUW. Table 1.5-1 summarizes the decisions
that DOE must make with respect to TRUW.

1.5.4 HIGH-LEVEL WASTE

Quantities of Waste*

Low-Level Mixed Waste. The WM PEIS
addresses approximately 82,000 cubic meters
of LLMW currently stored and an estimated
137,000 cubic meters expected 10 be
generated over the next 20 years.

Low-Level Waste. Approximately 67,500

cubic meters of LLW are stored, and an
estimated 1,440,000 cubic meters are
expected to be generated over the next 20
years.

Transuranic Waste. Approximately 68,000
cubic meters are retrievably stored, and an
estimated 64,000 cubic meters are expected

to be generated over the next 20 years.

High-Level Waste. Approximately 378,000
cubic meters of HLW are stored, and limited
additional quantities will be generated.
Approximately 21,600 HLW canisters are
expected to be produced as a result of
treating HLW.

Hazardous Waste. Approximately 69,000
cubic meters of nonwastewater HW are
exp